Google 


This  is  a  digital  copy  of  a  book  that  was  preserved  for  generations  on  library  shelves  before  it  was  carefully  scanned  by  Google  as  part  of  a  project 

to  make  the  world's  books  discoverable  online. 

It  has  survived  long  enough  for  the  copyright  to  expire  and  the  book  to  enter  the  public  domain.  A  public  domain  book  is  one  that  was  never  subject 

to  copyright  or  whose  legal  copyright  term  has  expired.  Whether  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  may  vary  country  to  country.  Public  domain  books 

are  our  gateways  to  the  past,  representing  a  wealth  of  history,  culture  and  knowledge  that's  often  difficult  to  discover. 

Marks,  notations  and  other  maiginalia  present  in  the  original  volume  will  appear  in  this  file  -  a  reminder  of  this  book's  long  journey  from  the 

publisher  to  a  library  and  finally  to  you. 

Usage  guidelines 

Google  is  proud  to  partner  with  libraries  to  digitize  public  domain  materials  and  make  them  widely  accessible.  Public  domain  books  belong  to  the 
public  and  we  are  merely  their  custodians.  Nevertheless,  this  work  is  expensive,  so  in  order  to  keep  providing  tliis  resource,  we  liave  taken  steps  to 
prevent  abuse  by  commercial  parties,  including  placing  technical  restrictions  on  automated  querying. 
We  also  ask  that  you: 

+  Make  non-commercial  use  of  the  files  We  designed  Google  Book  Search  for  use  by  individuals,  and  we  request  that  you  use  these  files  for 
personal,  non-commercial  purposes. 

+  Refrain  fivm  automated  querying  Do  not  send  automated  queries  of  any  sort  to  Google's  system:  If  you  are  conducting  research  on  machine 
translation,  optical  character  recognition  or  other  areas  where  access  to  a  large  amount  of  text  is  helpful,  please  contact  us.  We  encourage  the 
use  of  public  domain  materials  for  these  purposes  and  may  be  able  to  help. 

+  Maintain  attributionTht  GoogXt  "watermark"  you  see  on  each  file  is  essential  for  in  forming  people  about  this  project  and  helping  them  find 
additional  materials  through  Google  Book  Search.  Please  do  not  remove  it. 

+  Keep  it  legal  Whatever  your  use,  remember  that  you  are  responsible  for  ensuring  that  what  you  are  doing  is  legal.  Do  not  assume  that  just 
because  we  believe  a  book  is  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  the  United  States,  that  the  work  is  also  in  the  public  domain  for  users  in  other 
countries.  Whether  a  book  is  still  in  copyright  varies  from  country  to  country,  and  we  can't  offer  guidance  on  whether  any  specific  use  of 
any  specific  book  is  allowed.  Please  do  not  assume  that  a  book's  appearance  in  Google  Book  Search  means  it  can  be  used  in  any  manner 
anywhere  in  the  world.  Copyright  infringement  liabili^  can  be  quite  severe. 

About  Google  Book  Search 

Google's  mission  is  to  organize  the  world's  information  and  to  make  it  universally  accessible  and  useful.   Google  Book  Search  helps  readers 
discover  the  world's  books  while  helping  authors  and  publishers  reach  new  audiences.  You  can  search  through  the  full  text  of  this  book  on  the  web 

at|http: //books  .google  .com/I 


/?? 


/// 


Z0Z. 


\ 


•  •■«<..-4 
*  II  ' 


.\ 


100 


n   \  o  --, 


REPORTS 


OF 


CASES 


ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


IN 


SZf^t  Court  of  Common  0ieafi(« 


VOL.  VI. 


REPORTS 


OF 


CASES 


ARGUED  AMD  DETERMINED 


IN  THE 


Court  of  Common  piead, 

AND 

OTHER    COURTS. 

With  Tables  of  the  Cases  and  Principal  Matters. 


By  PEREGRINE  BINGHAM, 

OF    THE   MIDDLE   TEMPLE,    ESQ.    BARRISTER   AT   LAW. 


VOL.  VI. 

FROM  TRINITY  TERM,  10  Geo.  IV.  1829,  to 
TRINITY  TERM,  11  Geo.  IV.  1830, 

BOTH    INCLUSIVE. 


LONDON: 

PRINTED   BY   A.  STRAHAN, 
lJkW-PUim&  TO  THE   KllfO*8   MOST   XXCXLLKNT  MAJESTY; 

FOR    SAUNDERS    AND    BENNING, 

(8DCCKSBOI18  TO  J.  BUTTBRWORTH  AND  SON.) 

4S.  FLEBT-STRKET. 

1830. 


I 


a  T  p  o  •/  M  ji 
H  a  o  <(  »|  ^ 


1  iU  J.I  .(,,/f  ..i,.)^il 

■r..i    ,      ••ui  ill    HH«f.    11-!      - 


AfllHi' 


JUDGES 


OF   THE 


COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS, 

During  the  Period  contained  in  this  Volume. 

The  Right  Hon.  Sir  William  Draper  Best,  Ent 
Ld.  Ch.J. 

The     Right     Hon.     Sir     Nicholas     Contngham 
TiNDAL,  Knt.  Ld.  Ch.  J. 

Hon.  Sir  James  Allan  Park,  Knt 

Hon.  Sir  James  Burrough,  Ent 

Hon.  Sir  Stephen  Gaselee,  Ejit 

Hon.  Sir  John  Bernard  Bosanquet,  Ent 


3!  ,JW 


A 


TABLE 


OF   TH9 


NAMES  OF   CASES 


REPORTED  IN  THIS  VOLUME. 


A  DAM,  Wood  w. 
*"-  Adams  i?.  Bateson 

— V.  Dansey 

V.  Gibney 


Adcock  17.  FeltOQ 

Addis  17.  Thomas 

Afflalo  Z7.  Fourdrinier 

Alcock  i\  Cook 

Armstrong,  Newbury  o. 

Ash  and  Wife  and  Watts, 
Conusors ;  Gye,  Con- 
usee  275 

Ashworth  v,  Heathcote  596 


Page 
481 
110 
506 
656 
441 
236 
306 
733 
201 


B 

Baily,  Cumming  v. 
Barling  t7.  Waters 
Barwise,  M^Crandle  v. 
Bateson,  Adams  t7. 
Beavan  v.  Dawson 
Begbie,  Mitchenson  o, 
Belshaw,  Chalie  tt. 


363 
423 
429 
110 
566 
190 
529 


Bennett,  Edwa|rds  v. 
Bernard,  Ford  v. 
Bernasconi,  Chambers  t7. 
Bishop  of  Chester,  Fox  v. 
Shepherd  u 


Page 
230 
534 
498 
1 
435 
614 
445 
801 
437 


Blogg  v»  Kent 
Booth  V.  Middlecoat 
Bousfield,  Womersley  o. 
Boweren,  Grymes  v. 
Brenton,  Doe  d.  Carthew  v.  469 
Breton,  Carter  v.  617 

Brett,  Hughes  v.  239 

Briggs  V.  Sharp  517 

Brooks,  French  v.  354 

Burgesses  of  Lyme  Regis, 

Henley  v.  195 

Buszard,  Cape!  t7.  150 


Campbell,  Smith  v. 
Capel  V.  Buszard 
Carter  v.  Breton 
Cattle,  Mills  v. 


637 
150 

617 

743 

Chalie 


IV 


TABLE  OF  CASES  REPORTED. 


Cliali6  V.  Belshaw 
Chambers  t;.  Bernasconi 
Chapman  v.  Prickett 
Charles,  Foster  v. 
Charleton  v.  Morris 
CharringtOD  v.  Laing 
Chatterton,  Towler  v. 
ClarksoQ  v.  Lawson 
Clifton,  Fox  v» 
Cockburn  v.  Ling 
Collett,  Mills  V. 
Cook  I?.  Ward 
Aloock  17. 


Page 
529 
498 
602 
396 
427 
242 
258 
266.  587 
776 
732 
85 
409 
733 


Cooke,  Doe  d.  Hammond  v.  174 
Craven  v.  Edmondson  734 

Cuming  v.  Webford  502 

Camming  v*  Baily  363 

Curling  v.  Shuttleworth         121 


D 

Dalton,  Godefroy  v.  460 

Dance  v.  Wyatt  486 

Dansey,  Adams  t?.  506 

Davis  V.  Garrett  716 

Dawson,  Beavan  v.  566 

Day  V.  Stuart  109 

Delafield  v.  Freeman  294 

Denn  d.  Nowell  v.  Roake      475 
Dent,  Topham  t;«  515 

Dicas  V.  Jay  519 

Dickson,  Russell  v.  442 

Dobinson,  Philpott  v,  104 

Doe  d.  Campbell  v.  Scott      362 
■  Carthew  v.  Brenlon  469 

■■  Hammond  v.  Cooke  174 

Holt  V.  Roe  447 

Lord   Teynham  v, 

Tyler  390. 561 

i— —  Pearson  v.  Roe         613 

574 
375 


Doe,  Rowe  d.  Durant  v, 
Drakeford,  Rathbone  v. 


E 

Page 
Earl  of  Shrewsbury  v.  Hay- 
croft  1 94 
Easterby  v,  Sampson  645 
Edmonds,  Goring  v.  94 
Edmondson,  Craven  v.  734 
Edwards  v,  Bennett  230 
Ellis,  Hayllar  v.  225 
Evans,  Rutherford  v,  451 
Ex  parte  Jefferies                   195 


Farren,  Kemble  v.  141 
Fasson,  Houlden  v.        236. 424 

Fearn  v.  Lewis  349 

Felton,  Adcock  v»  441 

Fenn  d.  Thomas  v.  Griffith  533 

Fielder  v.  Ray  332 

Finlay,  Leggett  v,  255 

Ford  V.  Bernard  534 

Forsler  v.  Weston  527 

Foster  v.  Charles  396 

V.  Weston  709 

Fourdrinier,  Afflalo  v.  306 

Fox  V,  Bishop  of  Chester  1 

V.  Clifton  776 

Frear,  Morl'ey  v,  547 

Freeman,  Delafield  z^.  294 

French  v.  Brookes  354 

Fussell,  Walsh,  Bart  v.  163 

Fyson,  Tuck  v.  321 


G 

Garrett,  Davis  v. 
■       Sheen  v. 
Gibney,  Adams  v» 
Godefroy  v.  Dniton 

V.  Jay 

Godley  v.  Marsden 


716 
686 
656 
460 
616 
433 
Goodwin, 


TABLE  OF  CASES  REPORTED. 


Page 
Goodwin,  Kay  v.  576 

Goring  v.  Edmonds  94 

Gould  V.  Sboyer  7S8 

Crovemor  and  Company  of 
the  Bank  of  England,  Sir 
E.  Stracy,  Bart  t;.  754 

Graham,  Hethrington  v.         135 
Green  v.  Pole  443 

Greenslade  v.  Halliday  379 

Gri£Bth,  Fenn  d.  Thomas  v.  538 
Groves,  Kay  ».  276 

Grymes  v.  Boweren  437 


H 


353 
668 
181 
379 
628 
197 
25 
244 
728 


Hack's  fine 

Hailstone,  Wormwell  v. 

Hall  V.  Rex 

Halliday,  Greenslade  v. 

Hamilton  o.  Jones 

Hammond  v.  Teagne 

Harding  v.  Pollock 

Hargreave  v.  Smee 

Harrison,  Lancaster  o. 

Haycroft,  Earl  of  Shrews- 
bury V. 

Hayllar  v.  Ellis 

Heathcote,  Ashworth  v. 

Henley  v.  Mayor  and  Cor- 
poration of  Lyme  Regis 

V.  Burgesses  of  Lyme 

Regis  195 

,  Williamson  v.  299 

Herbert  v.  Wilcox  203 

Hethrington  v.  Graham         135 

Hodgson,  Simonds  and  Loder 
V.  114 

Houlden  v.  Fasson         236.  424 

Hughes  17.  Brett  239 

Mitchell  V.  689 

Humphreys  v.  Knight    569*  572 


Vol.  VI. 


194 
225 
596 

100 


Page 
Jay,  Dicas  v.  519 

— -,  Godefroy  i;.  616 

Jefferies,  Ex  parte  195 

Jenner,  Tyrell,  Bart.  p.         288 
Jones,  Hamilton  v*  628 

Joyce  v>  Pratt  S77 

Judson,  Pinero^  One^  &c.  v.  206 


K 
Ray  V.  Goodwin  576 

— —  17.  Groves  276 

Kemble  v.  Farren  141 

Kent,  Blogg  v.  614 

Knight,  Humphreys  v.  .569.  572 


Lafitte  V.  Slatter 

.    628 

Laing,  Charrington  v» 

242 

Lancaster  v.  Harrison 

728 

I^anyon,  Taylor  r. 

536 

Lawrence,  Tomlins  v. 

376 

Lawson,  Clarkson  v 

266.  587 

Leggett  V4  Finlay 

255 

Lewis,  Feam  v. 

849 

Ling,  Cockbum  r« 

782 

Lloyd  17.  Wigney 

489 

M 


M^Crandle  v.  Barwise  429 

M*William,  Parker  v^  683 

Maddison  v.  Nuttall  226 

Marquis  of  Worcester,  Sbaw 

V.  385 

Marsden,  Godley  v.  433 

Martin,  Maxwell  v.  522 

Maxwell  v.  Martin  522 

Mayor  and  Corporation  of 

Lyme  Regis,  Henley  v.  100 
a  Memoranda 


VI 


TABLE  OF  CASES  REPORTED. 


Page 
Memoranda  200.  S48.  480.  802 


Middlecoaty  Booth  v. 
Miles  D.  Cattle 
STilis  V.  Collett 

>  Saunders  v. 
Mitchell  o.  Hughes 
Mitchenson  v«  Begbie 
Moore,  Roe  d.  Durant  v. 
Morley  o.  Frear 
Morris,  Cbarleton  v. 
Moser  v.  Newman 
Murray  v.  Nichols 


N 

Nelson  c  Wilson 
Newbury  v.  Armstrong 
Newell  V.  Simpkin 
Newman,  Moser  v. 
Nichols,  Murray  v. 
Nuttall,  Maddison  v. 


445 
748 
85 
213 
689 
190 
656 
547 
427 
556 
530 


568 
201 
565 
556 
530 
226 


Parker  v.  M^William 
Partii^ton  v.  Wyatt 
Pbul,  Williams  v* 
Phillips  V.  Tanner 
Phtlpott  V.  Dobinson 
Pinero,  One,  8cc.  v-  Judson 
Pole,  Green  v. 
Pollock,  Harding  v. 
Pott-v.  Turner 
Pratt,  Joyce  v. 
Pricketty  Chapman  v. 


R 


Rathbone  v.  Drakeford  375 

Ray,  Fielder  v.  332 

Reg.  Gen.  347.  622.  802 


683 
171 
654 
237 
104 
206 
443 
25 
702 
377 
602 


Page 
Rex,  Hall  v.  181 

Rex  V.  Sheriff  of  Middlesex 

(in  the  cause  of  Logan  v. 

Louel)  251 

Roake,  Denn  d.  Nowell  v.  475 
Roe  d.  Durant  v.  Doe  574 

—  V.  Moore        656 

Doe  d.  Holt  V.  447 

,  Pearson  o.  613 

Rose,  Welsh  v.  638 

Rowe  V.  Softly  634 

Russell  V.  Dicikson  442 

Rutherford  v.  Evans  451 


S 


Sampson,  Easteroy  i;.  645 

Saunders  v.  Mills  213 

Sawbridge,     Demandant ; 
Jeyes,  Tenant;  Parsons 
and  Others,  Vouchees        426 
Scott,  Doe  d.  Campbell  v.     362 
Sharp  V.  Sharp  630 

,  Briggs  V.  517 

Sharpe  v.  Thomas  416 

Shaw  V.  Marquis  of  Wor- 
cester 385 
Sheen  v.  Garrett                     6S6 
Shepherd  v.  Bishop  of  Ches- 
ter                                       435 
Sheriff  of  Middlesex  (in  the 
cause  of  Logan  v.  Louel) 
Rex  V.                                 251 
Sherwood  v.  Tayler                280 
Shillito  V.  Theed                     753 
Shoyer,  Gould  v.                    738 
Shuttleworth,  Curling  v.        120 
Simonds  and  Loder  v.  Hodg- 
son                                      114 
Simpkin,  Newell  v.                565 
Sir  E.  Stracy,  Bart  v.  The 
Governor  and  Company 
of  the  Bank  of  England     754 

Sir 


TABLE  OF  CASES  REPORTED. 


vu 


Page 
Sir  T.  Wilson,  Bart.  Un- 
derbill V.  697 
Slatter,  Lafitte  v.  623 
Smee,  Hargreave  v.  244 
Smith  17.  Campbell  687 

i  Tatlock©.  839 

^  Ward  17.  749 

Softly,  Rowe  v.  634 

Strange  v.  Wigney  677 

Stuart,  Day  v.  1 09 


Tanner,  PbillipsoL 

Tatlock  V.  Smith 

Taunton,  West  v. 

Tayler,  Sherwood  t7. 

Taylor  v.  Lanyon 

,  Willans  ». 

Teague,  Hammond  t;. 

Thc^  Shillito  v. 

Thomas,  Sharpe  v. 

i  Addis  V. 

Tomlins  v.  Lawrence 

Topham  v.  Dent 

Towler  v.  Chatterton 

Trustees  of  the  BriUsh  Mu- 
seum, White  v.  810 

Tuck  t7.  Fyson  321 

Turner,  Pott  v.  702 

Tyler,  Doe  d.  Lord  Tejm- 
bamt7.  390.561 

Tyrell,  Bart  v.  Jenner  283 


887 
839 
404 
280 
SS6 
188.  512 
197 
753 
416 
286 
376 
515 
258 


U 


Page 
Underbill  v.  Sir  T.  Wilson, 
Bart.  697 


W 

Walsh,  Bart.  t;.  Fussell 
Ward,  Cook  v. 

V.  Smith 

Waters,  Barling  v. 
Welsford,  Cuming  v. 
Welsh  V.  Rose 
West  V.  Taunton 
Weston,  Forster  v. 

,  Foster  v. 

White  r.  Trustees  of  the 

British  Museum 
-,  Wilmer  v. 


Wigney,  Lloyd  v. 

,  Strange  ©. 

Wilcox,  Herbert  v. 
Willans  v.  Taylor 
Williams  v.  Paul 
Williamson  u.  Henley 
Wilmer  r.  White  . 
Wilson,  Nelson  «?. 
Womersley,  Bousfield  v. 
Wood  V,  Adam 
Wormwell  v.  Hailstone 
Wyatt,  Dance  v. 
—  Partington  v. 


183. 


16S 
409 
749 
428 
502 
688 
404 
627 
709 

810 
291 
489 
677 
208 
512 
654 
299 
291 
568 
801 
481 
668 
486 
171 


CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED  I829. 


IM  TUX 


Court  of  COMMON  PLEAS, 


Aim 


OTHER  COURTS, 


iir 


Trinity  Term^ 


AND  THE  VACATION  PRECEDING, 


In  the  Tenth  Year  of  the  Reign  of  George  IV* 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS. 

Fox  V.  The  Bishop  of  Chester.  j^^  ^^ 

(In  Error.) 

'T^HIS  was  a  writ  *of  error,  brought  by  the  Plaintiff  The  sale  of  a 

below,  from  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  "?'  pjnwcnt- 
•v>       ,         -w,  tfv*      •  •    I  <•  1  atioiif  the  in- 

Bencfa  at  Westminster^  amrmmg  a  judgment  of  the  court  cumbent  being 

of  great  sessions  at  Chester^  on  a  special  verdict  in  a  qmre  *^^  extremis^ 
impedii  commenced  in  the  latter  court  know^edee  of 

both  contract- 
bot  without  the  privity  or  with  a  view  to  the  nomination  of  the  par- 
cfaAf  is  not  Toid  on  the  ground  of  simony. 

▼ft-VI.  B  The 


Fox 

V, 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM,  etc. 

1829.  The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  the 

advowson  of  the  rectory  of  the  church  of  JVilmslow  was 

appurtenant  to  the  manor  of  Bollyn ;  and  set  out  the 

The  Bbhop  of  title  of  Thomas  J.  Trqffbrd  for  life  thereto :  that  T,  J. 
Chbstsr 

Trqffbrd^   by   indenture,    dated    12th   November    1819, 

granted  unto  the  Plaintiff,  his  executors,  &c.,  the  ad- 
vowson of  the  rectory  and  parish  church  of  fVilmsloWy 
for  ninety-nine  years,  if  the  grantor  should  so  long  live. 
Averment,  that  grantor  was  still  living,  and  that  the 
church  became  vacant  by  the  death  of  the  last  in- 
cumbent, whereby  it  belonged  to  the  PlaintiflF  to  present, 
but  the  Defendant  hindered  him  from  so  doing. 

There  was  a  second  count,  setting  out  a  title  to  the 
advowson  in  gross,  and  omitting  all  mention  of  the 
manor ;  in  all  other  respects  it  was  similar  to  the  first. 

The  Defendant  craved  oyer  of  the  indenture  made 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  Trqffbrd^  whereby  it  was  wit- 
nessed, that  in  consideration  of  6000/.  paid  to  Trqffbrd 
by  the  PlaintiflF,  the  former  had  granted,  bargained, 
sold,  and  demised,  and  by  the  said  indenture  did  grant, 
&c.,  all  that  the  advowson,  donation,  right  of  patronage, 
presentation,  and  free  disposition  of,  in,  and  to,  the 
rectory  and  parish  church  of  JVilmslow^  with  the  rights, 
members,  and  appurtenances  thereunto  belonging;  ha^ 
befidum,  for  ninety-nine  years,  if  Trqffbrd  should  so  long 
live.  With  a  proviso  that  when  and  so  soon  as  he  the 
said  Edward  Vigor  Fox^  his  executors,  &c.,  should  have 
presented  to  the  said  rectory  or  church  of  Wilmslaw^  by 
reason  of  the  same  having  become  vacant  or  void  by  the 
death,  resignation,  deprivation,  eviction,  promotion,  or 
cession  of  J.  Bradshaw  the  incumbent,  or  otherwise,  or 
through  the  wilful  neglect  or  default  of  him  the  said 
Edward  Vigor  Fox^  his  executors,  &c.,  the  said  rectory 
or  church  should  have  been  suffered,  as  to  the  present- 
ation or  right  of  presentation  thereto  to  lapse,  he  the 
said  Edward  Vigor  Fox^  his  executors,  &c.,  should  and 

would 


IN  THE  Tenth  Year  of  GEO.  IV. 

would  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter  at  the  request  and  1829. 
proper  costs  and  charges  of  the  said  Thomas  Joseph  _-  "- 
Trt^ffbrd^  or  such  person  as  he  should  appoint,  re-assign  ^. 

the  said  advowson  to  him  the  said  Thomas  Joseph  The  Bishop  of 
Traffbrdi  or  such  person  as  aforesaid,  for  all  the  residue 
which  should  be  then  unexpired  of  the  said  term  of 
ninety-nine  years,  free  from  all  incumbrances  by  the 
said  Edward  Vigor  Fojt,  his  executors,  &c.  He  then 
craved  oyer  of  the  indenture  in  the  second  count  men- 
tioned, which  was  declared  to  be  in  the  same  words  as 
the  indenture  in  the  first  count,  and  therefore  not  set 
out  on  the  record. 

He  then  pleaded  fifteen  pleas,  among  which  the 
fourth,  the  plea  chiefly  relied  on,  averred  that  the  said 
church  of  WilmsU/w  is  within  the  diocese  of  Chester^  and 
a  benefice  with  cure  of  souls,  and  that  whilst  the  said 
Thomas  Joseph  Trqffbrd  was  so  seised  of  the  said  manor 
and  of  the  said  advowson  and  before  the  making  of  the 
corrupt  simoniacal  and  unlawful  agreement  in  this  plea- 
after  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the  11th  day  of  November^ 
in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1819,  the  said  J.  Bradshaw  then 
being  the  incumbent  of  and  filling  the  said  church,  was 
afflicted  with  a  mortal  disease,  so  that  he  was  then  in 
extreme  danger  of  his  life,  and  his  life  was  thereby 
then  despaired  of,  whereof,  as  well  the  said  Edward 
Vigor  Fojc  and  Thomas  Joseph  Trqfford  as  one  George 
Upplehfi  clerk,  in  that  plea  aftermentioned,  to  wit, 
on,  &C.,  and  also  at  the  time  of  making  the  corrupt, 
simoniacal,  and  unlawful  agreement  in  that  plea  afler- 
mentioned,  there  had  notice ;  that  whilst  the  said  Thomas 
Joseph  Trqffbrd  was  so  seised  of  the  said  manor  to 
which,  &c,  with  the  appurtenances,  &c,  and  of  the  said 
advowson  as  aforesaid,  and  whilst  the  said  J.  Bradshaw^ 
so  being  the  incumbent  of  and  filling  the  said  church  as 
aforesaid,  was  so  afflicted,  and  in  such  danger,  state, 
Mnd  condition  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  at,  &&,  they 
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1829.        the  said   Thomas  Joseph  Traffbrd,  Edward  Vigor  Fox^ 

'_'  '         and  George  Uppleby^  and  each  of  them  then  and  there, 

9.  well  knowing  the  premises,  and  believing  and  expecting 

The  Bishop  of  that  the  death  of  the  said  J*  Bradshaw  of  the  mortal 

disease  aforesaid,  was  then  and  there  fast  approaching, 
and  that,  by  means  of  the  death  of  the  said  J.  Bradshaw, 
the  said  church  would  forthwith  become  vacant,  it  was 
in  such  belief  and  expectation  corruptly,  simoniacally, 
and  unlawfully,  and  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in 
such  case  made  and  provided,  agreed  by  and  between 
the  said  Thomas  Joseph  Trajffbrd  and  the  said  Edward 
Vigor  Fox,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  said  George 
Uppleby,  that  the  said  Edward  Vigor  Fox  should  pay  to 
the  said  Thomas  Joseph  Trqffbrd  a  sum  of  money,  to 
wit,  the  sum  of  6000/.,  and  that  tne  said  Thomas  Joseph 
Trqffbrd,  in  consideration  thereof^  should  grant,  bargain, 
and  sell  to  the  said  Edward  Vigor  Fox  the  next  present- 
ation to  the  said  church ;  and  that,  in  order  to  make  such 
grant,  bargain,  and  sale,  and  as  a  means  of  making  such 
grant,  bargain,  and  sale  to  the  said  Edward  Vigor  Fox 
of  the  next  presentation  to  the  said  church,  and  as  a  shift, 
contrivance,  and  device,  to  evade  and  elude  the  making 
such  grant,  bargain,  and  sale,  as  a  mere  grant,  bargain, 
and  sale  to  the  said  Edward  Vigor  Fox,  of  the  next  pre- 
sentation  to  the  said  church  in  express  terms,  the  said 
indenture  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned  to  have  been 
made  between  the  said  Thomas  Joseph  Trajffbrd  and  the 
said  Edward  Vigor  Fox  should  be  made,  and  that  the  said 
Thomas  Joseph  Trajffbrd  should  seal,  and  as  his  act  and 
deed  deliver  the  said  indenture:  that  afterwards,  and 
whilst  the  said  J.  Bradshaw,  so  being  the  incumbent  of, 
and  filling  the  said  church  as  aforesaid,  was  so  afflicted 
and  in  such  danger,  state,  and  condition  as  aforesaid,  to 
wit,  on  the  1 2th  day  of  November,  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1819,  to  wit,  at,  &c.,  in  pursuance,  furtherance^ 
and  performance  of  the  said  corrupt,  simoniacal,  and 

unlawful 
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unlawful  agreement,  and  in  order  to  make  such  granti        1829. 
bargain,  and  sale  of  the  next  presentation  to  the  said 
church,  and  as  a  means  of  making  such  grant,  bargain,  ^. 

and  sale  by  the  said  Thomas  Joseph  Trqffbrd  to  the  said  The  Bishop  of 
Edward  Vigor  Fox  of  the  next  presentation  to  the  said 
church,  and  as  a  shift,  contrivance,  and  device,  to  evade 
and  dude  the  making  such  grant,  bargain,  and  sale,  as  a 
mere  grant,  bargain,  and  sale  to  the  said  E.  V.  Fox,  qf 
the  next  presentation  to  the  said  church,  in  express  terms^ 
the  said  indenture,  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned  to 
have  been  made  between  the  said  T.  J»  Trctffbrd  and  the 
said  E»  V.  Fox,  was  made,  and  the  said  T.  J.  Ttaffbri 
did  then  and  there  seal,  and  as  his  act  and  deed  deliver 
the  said  indenture :  that  the  said  J.  Bradshaw,  so  being 
the  incumbent  of  and  filling  the  said  church  as  afore 
said,  remained  and  continued  so  afflicted  as  aforesaid, 
and  in  such  danger,  state,  and  condition  as  aforesaid  from 
time  to  time  in  that  respect  in  this  plea  above  mentioned 
until  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  12th  day  of  November  1819,  BradshaXD  so  being 
the  incumbent  of  and  filling  the  said  church  as  aforesaid, 
of  the  disease  aforesaid  died,  to  wit,  at,  &c.,  and  by 
means  thereof  the  said  church  then  and  there  became 
and  was  vacant :  that,  byVeason  of  the  premises  and  by 
force  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided, 
the  said  last-mentioned  indenture  became,  and  was,  and 
is  utterly  void,  frustrate,  and  of  no  efi*ect  in  law,  and 
wholly  inoperative  to  grant,  pass,  or  convey  any  estate, 
right,  title,  or  interest  in  the  said  advowson,  or  any 
presentation,  or  any  right  of  presentation  to  the  said 
church  to  the  said  E.  V.  Fox :  that  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on  the  SOth  day  of  December  1819,  at,  &c.,  the  said 
JE.  V.  Fox,  under  colour,  and  by  pretence  and  means  of 
the  said  last-mentioned  indenture  so  made  as  aforesaid, 
in  pursuance  of  the  said  corrupt,  simoniacal,  and  un- 

B  S  lawful 
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1829.        lawful  agreement,  did  corruptly,  simoniacally,  and  un- 

'„'  -        lawfully,  and  against  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 

V.  made  and  provided,  present  the  said  George  Uppleby 

The  Bishop  of  (Jerk  to  the  said  bishop,  to  be  admitted,  instituted,  and 

ClIRSTBIla 

inducted  into  the  said  church  of  Wilmslow^  to  wit,  at,  &c. : 
that  by  reason  of  the  premises,  and  by  force  of  the  sta- 
tute in  such  case  made  and  provided,  the  said  present- 
ation of  the  said  George  Uppleby  by  the  said  E.  V.  Fox, 
so  made  as  aforesaid,  became,  and  was,  and  is  utterly 
void,  frustrate,  and  of  no  effect  in  law. 

The  fifth  plea  was  like  the  fourth,  omitting  the  parts 
in  italics,-  and. 

The  sixth  plea  varied  from  the  fourth  only  by  omitting 
to  state  the  privity  of  Uppleby. 

The  replication  to  the  fourth  plea  took  issue,  that  it  was 
not  corruptly,  &c.,  agreed  by  and  between  the  Plaintiff 
and  Trqffbrd,  with  the  knowledge  of  Uppleby^  as  in  that 
plea  alleged.  By  a  similar  replication  to  the  fifth  plea, 
and  to  each  of  the  other  pleas,  it  was  denied  that  it  was 
corruptly,  &c.,  agreed,  as  in  those  pleas  alleged. 

The  jury  found  by  a  special  verdict  that  before 
and  on  the  1 2th  day  of  Naoember^  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1819,  the  said  Thomas  Joseph  Trqffbrd  was  seised 
of  the  manor  and  advowson  within  mentioned,  and 
that  before  and  on  the  said  1 2th  day  of  November^ 
in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1819,  the  within-named 
Joseph  Bradshaiv  was  the  incumbent  of  the  within- 
named  church,  in  the  pleadings  within  mentioned,  and 
that  the  said  church  was  then  full  of  the  said  Joseph 
Bradshaw:  that  the  said  Joseph  Bradshaw,  so  then 
being  such  incumbent  of,  and  filling  the  said  church 
as  aforesaid,  was,  before  and  upon  the  said  1 2th  day 
o(  November,  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1819,  afflicted 
with  a  mortal  disease,  so  that  he  was  then  in  extreme 
danger  of  his  life,  and  his  life  was  thereby  then  greatly 

despaired 
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despaired  of;  and  that  he  was  and  continued  so  afflicted        1829. 
with  such  mortal  disease,  and  in  extreme  danger  of  his     ^    ■  ^  ■■' 
life,  and  his  life  was  and  continued  to  be  greatly  de-  ^. 

spaired  of  until  the  time  of  his  death,  and  that  the  said  The  Bishop  of 
Joseph  Bradshcno  so  being  such  incumbent  as  aforesaid,  *** 

died  of  the  said  mortal  disease,  on  the  said  12th  day  of 
Naocmber^  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1819,  at  half- 
past  eleven  o'clock  at  night  of  the  same  12th  day  of 
November :  that  on  the  said  12th  day  of  November^ 
in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1819,  at  ten  minutes 
before  three  o'clock  in  the  afternoon  of  the  same  day, 
and  whilst  the  said  Joseph  Bradshaw  was  such  incum- 
bent as  aforesaid,  an  agreement  was  made  and  con- 
cluded, between  the  said  Thomas  Joseph  Trqffbrdy  so 
being  seised  of  the  said  manor  and  advowson  as  afore- 
said, and  the  said  Edward  Vigor  Fox  for  the  sale,  by  the 
said  Thomas  Joseph  Trqffbrd  to  the  said  Edward  Vigor 
jPor,  of  the  next  turn  or  presentation  of  the  said  church, 
for  and  in  consideration  of  6000/.  of  lawful  money  of 
Crreat  Britain :  that  on  the  said  12th  day  of  November^ 
in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1819,  and  immediately 
after  the  making  of  such  agreement  they,  the  said  Tho- 
mas  Joseph  Trctffbrd  and  Edward  Vigor  Fox^  in  pur- 
suance of  such  agreement,  and  in  order  to  carry  the 
same  into  effect,  and  as  an  expedient  to  convey  the 
next  presentation  alone,  sealed  and  delivered  the  within- 
mentioned  indenture,  bearing  date  the  12th  day  of  No- 
vembery  in  the  said  year  of  our  Lord  1819 ;  and  that  the 
said  agreement  was  made,  and  the  said  indenture  was 
sealed  and  delivered  in  the  life-time  of  the  said  Joseph 
Bradshaw :  that  the  said  Joseph  Bradshaw  at  the  time  of 
making  the  said  agreement,  and  also  at  the  time  of  sealing 
and  delivering  the  said  indenture,  was  afflicted  with  the 
said  mortal  disease,  and  in  extreme  danger  of  his  life, 
and  that  his  life  was  thereby  then  greatly  despaired  of: 
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1 829.        that  the  said  Thomas  Joseph  Trqffbrd  and  the  said  Edward 

*  -^  Vigor  FoXf  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  agreement,  and 

V.  also  at  the  time  of  sealing  and  delivering  the  said  in- 

Thc  Bishop  of  denture,  well  knew  and  believed  that  the  said  Joseph 

Bradshaw  was  afflicted  with  the  said  mortal  disease,  and 
was  in  extreme  danger  of  his  life,  and  that  his  life  was 
thereby  then  greatly  despaired  of:  that  the  said  agree- 
ment was  made  and  concluded,  and  the  said  indenture 
was  sealed  and  delivered  without  any  knowledge  or 
privity  whatsoever  of  the  said  George  Uppleby,  and  with- 
out any  intention  to  present  the  said  George  Uppleby 
to  the  said  church  when  it  should  become  vacant. 

Upon  the  argument  on  this  special  verdict,  which  took 
place  in  June  1822,  the  court  of  great  sessions  at  Chester 
were  divided  in  opinion ;  but  in  order  to  carry  the  cause 
up  to  a  higher  tribunal,  the  judgment  was  entered  for 
the  defendant  by  consent. 

On  a  writ  of  error  to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  was  affirmed  in  Hilary 
term  1824 ;  and  the  present  writ  of  error  was  brought 
to  reverse  both  judgments. 

The  question  raised  by  this  special  verdict  was, 
whether  the  sale  of  a  next  presentation,  the  incumbent 
being  in  extremis,  within  the  knowledge  of  both  con- 
tracting parties,  but  without  the  privity  of,  or  a  view  to 
the  nomination  of  the  particular  clerk,  be  alone,  without 
other  circumstances,  void,  on  the  ground  of  simony. 

The  statute  of  SI  Eliz.  c.  6.  s.  5.,  enacts,  *^  And  for 
the  avoiding  of  simony  and  corruption^  in  presentations^ 
collations,  and  donations  of  and  to  benefices,  dignities, 
prebends,  and  other  livings  and  promotions  ecclesiastical, 
and  in  admissions,  institutions,  and  inductions,  to  the 
same,  be  it  further  enacted  by  the  authority  aforesaid. 
That  if  any  person  or  persons,  bodies  polif ip  fmd  corpo- 
rate shall  or  do  at  any  time  after  th^  end  of  forty  days 

next 
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Dext  after  the  end  of  this  session  of  parliament,  for  any        1629* 
sum  of  money,  reward,  gift,  profit,  or  benefit,  directly  or         _-  '' 
indirectly,  or  for  or  by  reason  of  any  promise,  agreement,  ^^ 

grant,  bond,  covenant,  or  other  assurances,  of  or  for  any  The  Bishop  of 
sum  of  money,  reward,  gift,  profit,  or  benefit,  what- 
soever, direct^  or  indirectly^  present  or  collate  any  person 
to  any  benefice  with  cure  of  souls,  dignity,  prebend,  or 
living  ecclesiastical,  or  give  or  bestow  the  same  for  or  in 
respect  of  any  such  corrupt  cause  or  consideration  | 
That  then  every  such  presentation,  collation,  gift,  ^nd 
bestowing,  and  every  admission,  institution,  investiture^ 
and  induction,  thereupon,  shall  be  utterly  void,  frustrate, 
and  of  none  effect  in  law  ;  and  that  it  shall  and  may  be 
lawful  to  and  for  the  queen's  majesty,  her  heirs  and 
successors,  to  present,  collate  unto,  or  give  or  bestow 
every  such  benefice,  dignity,  prebend,  and  living,  eccle- 
siastical, for  that  one  time  or  turn  only ;  and  that  all  and 
every  person  or  persons,  bodies  politic  and  corporate, 
that  from  thenceforth  shall  give  or  take  any  such  sum  of 
money,  reward,  gift,  or  benefit,  directly  or  indirectly,  or 
that  shall  take  or  make  any  such  promise,  grant,  bond, 
covenant,  or  other  assurance,  shall  forfeit  and  lose  the 
double  value  of  one  year's  profit  of  every  such  benefice, 
dignity,  prebend,  and  living  ecclesiastical,  and  the  person 
so  corruptly  taking,  procuring,  seeking,  or  accepting, 
any  such  benefice,  dignity,  prebend,  or  living,  shall 
thereupon  and  from  thenceforth  be  adjudged  a  disable4 
person  in  law  to  have  or  enjoy  the  same  benefice, 
dignity,  prebend,  or  living  ecclesiastical." 

The  case  was  argued  by  Cross  Seijt,  for  the  ^lainti^ 
in  error,  and  by  the  Solicitor  General,  for  the  De* 
fendant  in  error.  The  reasons  adduced  on  the  part  of 
the  Plaintiff  in  error,  for  reversing  the  judgment  of  the 
coort  below,  were  as  follows. 

That  by  the  law  of  England,  the  patronage  or  die 

right 
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1829.        right  of  presenting  to  a  benefice  is  a  property  or  estate 

_"  '         capable  of  being  conveyed  in  fee,  for  life,  for  years,  for 

^.  any  number  of  turns,  or  for  the  next  turn  only,  whilst 

The  Bi&hop  of  the  church  is  full ;  when  it  is  empty,  incapable  of  being 
Gmbtkr 

conveyed.    Baker  v.  Rogers  (a),    Stephens   v.  Wall  (i), 

Brookesby  v.  Wickham  (c),  because  it  is  like  the  rent  of  an 

estate  become  in  arrear,  which  is  a  chose  in  action,  and 

cannot  be  assigned.     But  the  church  is  full  as  long  as 

the  incumbent  is  alive ;  and  is  equally  so  whilst  he  is 

in  his  last  sickness,  as  in  full  health. 

The  patron,  therefore,  of  a  living  may  be  changed  at 
any  time  till  the  last  moment  of  the  existence  of  an 
incumbent,  and  a  new  patron  substituted ;  and  neither 
tlie  common  nor  statute  law  imposes  any  restriction  in 
this  respect  on  lay  patrons,  {d) 

It  is  the  exercise  only  of  the  right  of  presenting  by 
the  patron  for  the  time  being,  which  is  a  public  trust, 
and  as  such  controlled  by  law  :  which  sufficiently  guards 
the  interest  of  the  church,  by  providing  that  the  ex- 
isting patron  shall  not  nominate  from  corrupt  motives, 
or  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of  a  corrupt  contract. 

This  restriction  arises  from  the  statute  SI  Eliz.  c.  6. 
and  from  this  statute  only :  and  the  questions  turns 
entirely  upon  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  its  pro- 
visions. It  is  a  penal  statute,  and  it  creates  forfeitures ; 
and  therefore,  according  to  the  acknowledged  principle 
of  law,  must  be  construed  strictly,  and  not  extended  by 
a  supposed  equity. 

This  statute  avoids  the  presentation  which  the  patron 
for  the  time  being  makes,  for  any  money,  reward,  gift, 
profit,  or  benefit,  arising  directly  or  indirectly ;  or  for 
any  promise  of  such  reward,  directly  or  indirectly.     It 


ia\  Cro.  Eliz.  789. 
if)   Dyer,  2^2  h. 
(c)   1  Leon,  167. 


[d)   1%  Ann.  jt,  %,  c.  12.  ap- 
plies to  clerks  only. 


IS 


IN  THE  Tenth  Year  op  GEO.  IV.  11 

is  direct  or  indirect  reward,  not  direct  or  indirect  pre-        1829. 
sentation,  which  it  prohibits  in  express  terms.  ~  -  '-' 

In   the  present  case,  Mr.  Fox  the  Plaintiff  in  error  ^. 

was  the  patron  at  the  time  of  the  actual  vacancy,  and  The  Bishop  of 
he  selected  the  clerk,  without  any  communication  with       *®tdl 
Mr.  Trcfffbrd;  and  his  selection  was  not  influenced  or 
produced  by  money  or  reward,  directly  or  indirectly. 
The  presentation  by  the  actual  patron  is  not  tainted  with 
the  least  suspicion  of  simony. 

To  bring  the  case  within  the  provisions  of  the  act,  it 
must  be  contended,  as  it  was  in  the  courts  below,  that 
Mr.  Traffbrd  was  to  be  considered  as  the  patron  pre- 
senting the  clerk,  and  receiving  the  reward  for  that 
purpose,  and  the  Plaintiff  in  error  as  the  mere  instru- 
ment to  carry  such  presentation  into  effect.  But  there 
is  nothing  in  the  finding  of  the  jury  to  warrant  such  a 
conclusion. 

It  is  admitted,  that  the  grant  of  a  next  presentation 
during  the  life  of  an  incumbent  may  be  void,  on  the 
ground  of  simony ;  but  that  is  where  the  contract  is 
really  simoniacal ;  a  contract  for  the  presentation  by  the 
patron  of  a  particular  clerk^  for  money,  and  the  con- 
veyance of  the  next  presentation  is  a  contrivance  or  in- 
strument to  carry  it  into  effect.  This  will  be  illustrated 
by  the  case  of  Winchcombe  and  Pulleston  {a\  the  leading 
case  on  the  subject :  the  pleadings  in  WincKs  Entries^  887. 
fully  explain  the  nature  of  the  transaction.  The  con- 
tract was  made  between  the  clerk  to  be  presented  and 
the  patron,  the  incumbent  being  then  sick  of  a  grievous 
disease,  and  expected  every  day  to  die,  that  in  con- 
sideration of  90/.  to  be  paid  by  the  clerk  to  the  patron, 
he  should  procure  him  to  be  presented  to  the  church 
when  vacant,  and  to  assure  such  presentation  he  should 


(a)  Noyt  %$.     Hobartf  165.     i  BrownL  (Sf  Golds.  164. 


grant 
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1829*  grant  the  next  avoidance  to  a  person,  a  familiar  friend 
of  the  clerk,  specially  nominated  and  appointed  by  him 
in  confidence  to  make  the  presentation,  with  the  intent 
The  Bishop  of  that  the  clerk  should  be  presented ;  and  it  is  averred, 

that  in  performance  of  this  contract  the  grant  was  made, 
and  the  contract  was  so  found  by  the  jury.  Here  was 
a  clear  simoniacal  contract :  and  the  substituted  patron 
was  the  mere  instrument  to  carry  the  contract  into  effect, 
and  to  appoint  the  particular  clerk.  The  case  of 
Closse  V.  Pomcoyes  (a),  is  nearly  to  the  same  effect;  and 
is  another  instance  of  a  contrivance  to  carry  into  effect 
a  simoniacal  contract. 

If  the  presentation  do  not  appear  upon  the  face  of 
the  pleadings  to  be  clearly  simoniacal,  that  is  a  pre- 
sentation by  the  existing  patron,  of  the  clerk,  for  reward, 
it  is  a  question  for  the  jury  whether  each  transaction  be 
or  be  not  a  shift  or  contrivance  to  carry  a  simoniacal 
contract  into  effect ;  as,  under  the  statutes  against  usury, 
if  there  appear  on  the  face  of  an  instrument  a  loan,  and 
a  reservation  of  illegal  interest,  the  court  can  give  judg- 
ment against  its  validity,  but  if  the  transaction  does  not 
appear  on  the  face  of  it.  Yeoman  v.  Barstow  (6),  Kitchen 
V.  Calvert  (c),  necessarily  to  be  usurious,  it  is  a  question 
of  fact  for  the  jury,  and  whether  it  be  a  shift  or  con- 
trivance or  not  In  both  the  cases,  tlie  really  simoniacal 
or  usurious  contract  ought  to  be  shown  by  a  special  plea 
when  a  special  plea  is  required :  and  in  ail  cases  found 
by  the  jury. 

The  defendant  has  not  pleaded  in  this  case,  and 
the  jury  have  not  found  that  there  was  any  corrupt  or 
simoniacal  contract,  that  Trqffbrd  should  present  the 
clerk ;  and  that  the  grant  of  the  next  presentation  was 
a  mere  contrivance  to  carry  it  into  effect 


{a)  Cited  Lane^  73. 
(r)  Lanet  100. 


(^)  Lut<iv,%Tz, 


In 


Fox 
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In  the  absence  of  such  a  finding,   the  court  can-        1829* 
not  make  any  presumption  against  the  validity  of  the 
grant.     Simony  as  well  as  fraud  is  not  to  be  presumed, 
but  found.  The  Bishop  of 

Bat  if  it  were  competent  for  the  court  to  make  any     ^^■™®- 
presumption,  the  facts  pleaded  and  found  do  not  warrant 
any  such  presumption  in  this  case. 

If  it  had  been  found  that  money  was  to  have  been 
given  to  Trafford^  if  UppUby  should  be  presented,  or 
that  it  was  the  purpose  or  even  intent  of  the  Plaintiff  to 
have  presented  UppMyj  it  might  have  been  argued  that 
the  grant  was  made  for  that  purpose,  and  if  so,  the  grant 
may  possibly  be  said  to  be  an  instrument  to  carry  into 
effect  the  particular  appointment;  and  the  clerk  may 
possibly  be  said  to  have  been  presented  by  the  former 
patron.  In  such  a  case  the  substituted  patron  has  no 
power  of  selection,  but  is  a  mere  instrument,  and  the 
appointment,  made  virtually  by  the  old  patron,  is  an 
appointment  made  for  reward.  But  if  there  is  no  in- 
tention or  purpose  to  present  any  particular  clerk,  the 
new  patron  is  a  free  ogent,  may  select  whom  he  pleases, 
and  if  he  select  any  clerk,  without  reward,  he  is  not 
within  either  the  letter  or  spirit  of  the  act.  The 
sdection  of  the  clerk,  the  object  aimed  at  by  the  statute, 
is  free  from  all  taint.  The  old  patron  parts  with  and 
the  new  patron  purchases  the  right  of  selection,  by 
means  of  the  grant,  and  that  right  is  fairly  and  pro- 
perly exercised. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  of  King's  Bench  {a)  pro* 
ceeds  in  a  great  degree  upon  the  ground  that  courts 
have  a  right  to  consider  what  is  an  evasion  of  a  statute, 
a  power  which  it  is  humbly  conceived  does  not  apply  at 
least  to  the  case  of  a  penal  statute  creating  forfeitures, 

(a)  a  Bam.  Iff  Cress.  658. 

and 
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1829.       and  if  allowed  to  be  exercbed,  would  lead  to  great  doubt 
Fox*^        ^^^  uncertainty  in  the  law. 
V.  Upon  referring   to  decided  cases,  there  is  none  in 

The  Bishop  of  which  it  has  been  held  that  the  grant  of  a  next  pre- 
Chebtkr*  .  .        .  ... 

sentation,  the  incumbent  being  in  extremis^  is  void,  a 

short  note  in  Winchj  63.  (a),  excepted,  in  which  mention 
is  made  of  its  having  been  so  adjudged  in  Chancery,  but 
under  what  circumstances  does  not  appear :  it  may  have 
been  so  adjudged  on  the  special  facts. 

On  the  other  hand,  there  is  a  solemn  decision  of 
the  Court  (i),  that  by  the  grant  of  an  advowson,  when 
the  incumbent  was  on  his  death-bed,  and  it  was  uncer- 
tain  whether  he  would  live  over  the  night,  with  full 
knowledge  in  the  contracting  parties,  the  next  present- 
ation did  pass,  and  was  not  avoided  by  simony,  which  is 
a  direct  authority  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  If  the  grant 
of  next  presentation,  when  united  with  all  other  future 
presentations,  was  not  void,  the  grant  of  the  next  pre- 
45entation  alone  could  not  be  so.  This  decision  has  never 
yet  been  questioned  until  the  present  case. 

The  argument  for  the  Defendant  in  error  was  in  sub- 
stance as  follows :  — 

1st,  Simony  was  an  offence  by  the  common  law  of 
the  land,  antecedently  to  the  statute  of  SlEliz.  c.  6.; 
and  the  transaction,  as  stated  upon  the  record,  was  a 
corrupt  and  simoniacal  contract  for  the  sale  of  the  next 
turn  or  presentation,  under  the  special  circumstances  of 
the  case.  I  Instiiide,  17  B.  S  Institute^  1 56,  Mackaller 
.v.  Todderick  (c),  Winchcomb  v.  Ptdleston  (^Z),  Bartlett  v. 
Vinor.  (e) 

Sdl}',  The  presentation  in  the  present  case,  was  sub- 

(a)  Sheldon  v.  Bret.  [c)  Cro.  Car.  361. 

(if)  Barret  v.  Glulh,  %  Black.         \d)  Hob.  167. 
1052.  (r)  Cartb^  35  a. 

stantially 
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staotially  a  presentation  by  Mr.  Trqffbrd  the  seller,  and  1829. 

was  by  him  a  presentation  for  money.  -  — ^ 

3dly,  The  transaction  in  question  was  a  shift  and  con-  ^^ 

trivance  to  evade  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of  the  The  Bishop  of 

31  Eliz.c.  6.  CamER. 

4thly,  It  was  a  presentation  by  Mr.  Trafford^  for  money, 
of  such  clerk  as  Mr.  Fox  might  nominate ;  and  a  con* 
tract  to  such  effect  is  simoniacal,  though  it  may  have 
passed  without  the  privity  of  the  clerk,  who  may  after- 
wards happen  to  be  presented  ;  the  privity  of  a  clerk  is 
not  a  necessary  ingredient  in  a  corrupt  or  simoniacal  con- 
tract, as  has  been  established  by  several  authorities,  and 
particularly  in  Doctor  HutchinsorCs  case  (a);  and  in  the 
case  of  Baker  v.  Rogers,  {b) 

5tbly,  By  law  no  grant  can  be  made  of  the  next 
presentation,  when  the  church  is  empty,  Brookesbj/s 
case  (c);  of  which  rule,  though  it  has  been  sometimes 
said  that  the  reason  is,  that  the  presentation  is  then 
a  fruit  fallen,  or  that  it  is  a  mere  personal  privilege, 
or  that  is  severed  from  the  advowson,  and  would  pass 
to  the  executor  i  the  true  and  substantial  reason  is 
public  utility,  and  the  better  to  guard  against  the  mis- 
chiefs of  simony,  as  was  expressly  laid  down  by  Lord 
Mansfield^  Chief  Justice,  and  Mr.  Justice  Wilmot^  in  the 
Bishop  of  Lincoln  v.  Wdferston  {d\  and  the  contract  in 
the  present  instance  was  made  upon  the  footing  and 
understanding  of  the  church  being  full  in  name  and  form 
only,  but  vacant  in  substance  and  reality. 

6thly,  The  law,  of  which  the  object  and  policy  is  the 
presenting  to  benefices,  with  cure  of  souls,  of  men  of 
learning  and  piety,  and  the  preventing  of  scandal  to  re- 
ligion, and  prejudice  to  the  church,  by  preferments  either 
of  improper  persons,  or  from  corrupt  motives,  will  not 

{a)   1%  Rep.ioo,  iLeon,i6y,  $Leon,%s^'  ^y^rt 

(^)  Cro.  Elm,  yZ%.  aSs. 

{c)    Cro,   Eli%.  174*     S*  C.         {d)  3  Burr.  Z504. 

endure 
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18S9.       endure  the  danger  which  would  arise  from  the  sale  of 

-^  the  right  of  presentation,  when  the  incumbent  is  at  the 

9,  point  of  death,  where  the  contracting  parties  know  that 

Tbe  Bisbop  of  fact,  and  where  the  contract  is  made  with  a  view  to  and 

upon  the  terms  of  an  immediate  presentation. 

7thly,  There  is  no  mischief  intended  to  be  guarded 
against  by  the  rule  of  law  prohibiting  the  sale  of  the 
next  presentation,  when  the  church  is  empty,  which 
might  not  be  equally  incurred,  if  such  presentation  could 
be  sold  when  the  incumbent  is  on  his  death  bed,  and 
known  to  be  so  both  to  the  buyer  and  to  the  seller. 

8thly,  The  statute  SI  Eliz.  c.  6.  ought  to  receive  a  liberal 
construction,  in  order  to  reach  the  evil  for  the  remedy 
of  which  it  was  passed,  and  because  the  deed  set  forth  in 
tbe  record  was  only  a  contrivance  to  pass  an  immediate 
presentation  for  money,  in  violation  of  the  policy  and 
evasion  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 

Lastly,  In  Sheldon  v.  Bret  it  was  expressly  decided, 
that  a  grant  of  the  next  turn  for  money  was  simoniacal, 
when  the  parson  was  sick  in  his  bed,  and  ready  to  die. 

On  this  day  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  of  the  Courts 
of  Common  Pleas  and  Exchequer  was  delivered  as 
follows  by 

Best  C.  J.  My  Lords,  the  question  which  Your 
Lordships  have  been  pleased  to  put  to  the  Judges  in 
this  case  is,  ^^  Whether,  upon  the  whole  of  the  matters 
stated  or  referred  to  in  the  special  verdict,  the  right  to 
present  to  the  rectory  or  parish  church  of  WilmslaiOy 
upon  the  death  of  the  Reverend  Joseph  Bradshaw,  was 
by  law  vested  in  Edward  Vigor  Fox,  the  plaintiff  in 
ctror."  The  Judges  who  heard  the  argument  at  Your 
Lordships'  bar  are  unanimously  of  opinion,  that  upon 
the  whole  matters  stated  or  referred  to  in  the  special 
verdict,  the  right  to  present  to  the  rectory  or  parish 
church  of  WilmsUm^  upon  the  death  of  the  Reverend 

^         Joseph 
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Joseph  Bradshaw^  was  by  law  vested  in  Edward  Vigor        18S9. 
Foje  the  Plaintiff  in  error.  ^  '    -  ■-* 

The  patronage  of  churches  was  at  first  yielded  by  ^^ 

the  bishops  to  the  lords  of  manors  who  founded  or  The  Biahop  rf 
endowed  them,  and  annexed  them  to  the  manors  in      ^^^^ 
which  the  churches  were  situate.     By  the  grant  of  a 
manor,  the  advowson  appendant  to  it   passes  to  the 
grantee;   many  of  these  advowsons   have   since  been 
severed  from  the  manors  to  which  they  were  appendant. 
Although  advowsons,  when  in  gross,  as  these  which  are. 
separated  from  the  manors  to  which  they  belonged  are 
called,  are  a  species  of  spiritual  trusts,  yet  they  have 
been  said  by  Lord  Kemfon  and  other  Judges  to  be  trusts 
connected  with  interests ;  and  they  certainly  do  not  lose 
the   temporal   character  which   originally  belonged  to 
them,  but  may  be  sold  either  in  perpetuity,  or  for  the 
next  or  any  number  of  avoidances.     If  the  perpetual 
advowson  be  sold  when  the  church  is  void,  the  next 
presentation  will  not  pass;  and  if  the  next  avoidance 
only  be  sold  after  the  death  of  the  incumbent,  the  sale 
is  altogether  void*     It  may  be  wise  to  carry  the  restraint 
on  the  siede  of  this  species  of  property  still  further,  and 
to  say  the  next  avoidance  shall  in  no  case  be  sold.    Un- 
doubtedly much  simony  is  indirectly  committed  by  the 
sale  of  next  presentations.     If  it  be  proper  to  prevent 
the  giving  of  money  for  a  presentation,  it  seems  equally 
proper  to  prevent  the  sale  of  that  which  gives  the  im- 
mediate right  to  present     But  the  courts  of  law  have 
never  thought  that  they  were  authorised  to  go  this  length ; 
and  even  in  cases  where  the  purchase  of  the  next  pre- 
sentation seemed   to  bring  a  party  nearer  to  simony 
than  in  any  other,  it  was  found  necessary  to  have  the 
aid  of  the  legislature  to  prevent  such  purchases.  .  A 
clergyman  might  buy  a  next  presentation,  and  present 
himself  before  the  passing  of  the  statute  of  the  12  Ann. 
c.  12.    The  preamble  to  the  second  section  of  that 
Vol.  VL  C  sUtute 
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1829.        statute  states  that  ^<  some  of  the  clergy  have  procured 

*^-   -  — ^     preferments    for    themselves    by   buying   ecclesiastical 

^^  livings."     And  then  the  section  provides,  that  if  any 

The  Bbbop  of  one  shall  either  directly  or  indirectly  take  or  procure  the 

next  avoidance  for  money,  reward,  gift,  profit,  or  benefit, 
or  shall  be  presented  or  collated,  (which  words  limit  the 
operation  of  the  act  to  clergymen),  that  it  shall  be 
deemed  simoniacaU 

It  seems  to  me,  that  if  the  terms  of  the  statute  of  Eliza-- 
betk  could  be  extended  by  equity,  the  case  of  a  clergy- 
man buying  a  presentation  with  the  intention  of  pre- 
senting himself  might  have  been  reached  without  any 
other  act  of  parliament.  If  such  a  case  as  that  were 
nc^  within  the  statute  of  ElizabetAj  the  case,  on  which 
your  Lordships  have  desired  our  opinion,  cannot  be 
affected  by  that  statute.  The  church,  in  the  present 
case,  was  full ;  no  clergyman  was  privy  to  the  agree- 
ment; and  the  living  was  not  intended  by  the  Plaintiff 
in  error,  at  the  time  he  bought  the  presentation,  for  the 
derk  that  he  afterwards  presented.  But  I  would  observe, 
that  persons  have  recovered  who  appeared  to  be  dying. 
The  special  verdict  only  states,  that  the  incumbent,  at 
the  time  of  the  sale,  was  afflicted  with  a  mortal  disease, 
so  that  he  was  then  in  extreme  danger  of  his  life ;  and 
his  life  was  thereby  greatly  despaired  of;  and  that  he 
was  so  afflicted  with  such  mortal  disease,  and  in  extreme 
danger  of  his  life,  and  his  life  was  and  continued  to  be 
greatly  despaired  of  until  his  death,  which  happened  at 
half-past  eleven  at  night  of  the  day  on  which  the  sale 
was  completed.  Many  who  are  afflicted  with  mortal 
diseases,  and  are  from  such  diseases  thought  to  be  in 
imminent  danger  of  dying,  live  for  a  considerable  time ; 
and  the  effect  of  the  diseases  are  sometimes  so  far  sus^ 
pended,  that  the  persons  so  afflicted  become  again 
capable  of  performing  the  duties  belonging  to  their 
stations  in  life. 

If 
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If  this  conveyance  was  void,  it  must  have  been  void        1829. 

at  the  time  it  was  executed,  and  would  remain  void  into         „" 

Feat 
whatever  hands-  and  under  whatever  circumstances  the  9. 

right  of  presentation  might  have  passed.     Now,  if  this  '^  Bisliop  tf 

incambent  had  been  restore^  to  apparent  health,  and 

the  vendee  had  sold  the  presentation  to  another  person, 

ignorant  of  the  circumstances  under  which  the  first  sale 

was  made,  it  would  be  most  unjust  to  hold  that  the 

8e<x>nd  sale  was  void;  and  yet  this  would  be  the  neces* 

sary  consequence  of  a  decision  that  the  sale  was  simoni^ 

acal.     Whilst  the  law  permits  the  next  presentations  of 

livings  to  be  sold  daring  the  lives  of  the  incumbents,  as 

long  as  the  incumbent  is  alive  the  sale  is  good.     Every 

one  who  purchases   a  next  presentation  contemplates 

the  death  of  the  incumbent.      If  this   contemplation 

msd€  the  sale  void,  no  sale  of  a  next  avoidance  could  be 

good.     If  the  death  of  the  incumbent,  and  the  prospect 

of  using  the  presentation,  may  be  contemplated,  the  time 

when  the  death  is  to  happen  cannot  be  material. 

This  case  has  been  compared  by  the  counsel  for  the 
Defendant  in  error  to  those  of  contemplation  of  bank- 
ruptcy. But  a  party  is  not  permitted  to  do  an  act  in 
contemplation  of  bankruptcy  which  is  injurious  to  cre^ 
ditors.  A  transfer  of  goods  or  payment  of  money  in 
contemplation  of  bankruptcy,  was,  before  the  6  G.  4.^ 
Toid.  By  that  act  such  a  transfer  or  payment  is  an  act 
of  bankruptcy,  because  such  transactions  are  direct 
fraads  on  the  creditors  of  the  bankrupt.  But  the  death 
of  an  incumbent  may  be  contemplated,  and  the  pur^ 
chasing  of  the  next  avoidance,  in  consequence  of  such 
contemplation,  is  no  fraud  upon  any  one.  The  cases, 
therefore,  have  no  resemblance  to  each  other.  The 
making  the  legality  of  the  transaction  to  depend  on  the 
State  of  the  incumbent's  health  would  give  occasion  to 
mtfch  expensive  litigation,  and,  probably,  to  much  false 

C  2  swearing, 
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1B29.       Swearing,  and  would  keep  churches   for  a  long  time 

«'      '     void. 
Fox 

V.  The  affairs  of  men  are  best  regulated  by  broad  rules^ 

The  Bishop  of  such  as  exclude  all  subtle  disputes,  all  doubtful,  unsatis- 

factory  enquiries.     It  would  be  difficult  to  establish  a 
rule  that  should  settle  what  degree  of  probability  of  the 
approaching  death  of  an  incumbent  should  prevent  the 
Bale  of  the  avoidance  of  a  benefice,  and  more  difficult  to 
ascertain  by  evidence  when  an  incumbent  was  within  that 
degree*    I  submit  to  your  Lordships,  that  the  most  con« 
Tenient  rule  is  that  which  I  conceive  the  law  has  already 
■established,  namely,  that  the  right  to  sell  the  present- 
ation continues  as  long  as  the  incumbent  is  in  existence. 
The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  is,  according  to  the 
words  of  the  Chief  Justice,  ^*  founded  on  tiie  language 
of  the  31  JS/iz.  c.  6.,   and   the  well-known   principle   of 
law,  that  the  provisions  of  an  act  of  parliament  shall 
not  be  evaded  by  shift  or  contrivance."     The  words  of 
the  fifth  section  of  the  act  are,  ^^  If  any  person  shall, 
for  any  sum  of  money,  reward,  gift,  profit,  or  benefit, 
directly  or  indirectly,  or  for  or  by  reason  of  any  pro- 
jnise,  agreement,  grant,  bond,  covenant,  or  other  assur- 
ance of  or  for  any  sum  of  money,  reward,  gift,  profit,  or 
benefit   whatsoever,   directly  or   indirectly   present   or 
collate  any  person  to  any  benefice,  or  give  or  bestow  t/te 
same  for  or  in  respect  of  any  such  corrupt  cause  or 
consideration."     This  clause  applies  only  to  the  person 
presenting  to  the  living.     If  he  has  received  no  reward 
or  promise  of  reward,  the  presentation  is  not  affected  by 
the  terms  of  the  act.     The  Plaintiff  in  error,  who  made 
the  presentation,  received  no  reward,  nor  had  any  ex- 
pectation of  reward,  for  making  this   presentation.     I 
agree,  that  if  some  other  person  had  received  a  reward 
for  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  and  was  to  account  to  him  for 
it, — if  the  Plaintiff  in  error  was  not  the  real  purchaser 

of 
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of  the  avoidance,  but  the  person  presented,  or  some  one       1829. 
in  his  behalf^  these  and  many  other  things  might  be     ^    ■ .  - ' 
considered  as  frauds  on  the  act,  and  have  avoided  the 
contract.     But  such  things  should  have  been  shewn  by  The  Bishop  of 
the  pleadings,  and  found  by  the  jury.     All  that  appears     ^^^^^^^^ 
on  this  record  is,  that  the  PlaintiiF  in  error  bought  the 
next  avoidance  of  a  living  that  was  full ;  and  that,  with- 
out  any  corrupt  consideration,    he   used  the  right  of 
presentation  which  he  had  purchased.     All  this  he  had 
a  right  to  do.     There  is  no  circumstance  found  that 
shews  this  is  a  fraud  on  the  act,  unless  it  be  a  fraud  on 
the  act  to  buy  the  presentation  to  a  living  which  the 
seller  and  buyer  expect  will  soon  become  vacant.     Pre- 
sentations are  bought  and   sold  every  day  with  this 
expectation. 

There  is  no  l^al  authority  to  support  the  judgment 
of  the  Court,  except  a  short  and  loose  note  in  WincVs 
Reports  of  HtUton,  saying  what  used  to  be  done  in 
Chancery ;  on  the  other  hand,  the  case  of  Barrett  v. 
Gbibb  is  directly  opposed  to  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench.  It  was  thought  that  case  had  not  the 
weight  of  a  judicial  decision  because  it  was  not  acted 
upon.  But  it  was  acted  upon.  Lord  Bathurst  decreed 
the  conveyance  of  the  advowson  which  included  the 
next  presentation,  and  gave  the  purchaser  and  his  clerk 
their  costs.  The  seller  must  have  acquiesced  in  this 
decision,  or  he  would  have  prosecuted  his  quare  impedit ; 
and  if  the  Common  Pleas  had  retained  the  opinion  that 
they  had  certified  to  the  Chancellor,  he  might  have 
carried  it  by  bill  of  exceptions  to  the  King's  Bench. 
When  the  Chancellor  decreed  a  conveyance,  without 
doubt  it  was  such  a  conveyance  as  gave  the  purchaser 
a  legal  title  from  a  time  before  the  death  of  the  in- 
cumbent, by  making  the  assignment  take  effect  from  the 
date  ci  the  contract  to  assign ;  there  was,  therefore,  no 
occasion  for  any  injunction,  as  was  supposed  by  the 

C  8  King's 


n  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM,  etc. 

1829.       King's  Bench.     The  question,  by  the  conyeyance  de* 

'^  —'     creed,  was  fairly  raised  for  another  court  of  law,  if  the 

^^  party  had  not  completely  acquiesced  in  the  judgment  of 

Tk«  Bishop  of  the  Common  Pleas,  confirmed  by  that  of  the  Chancellor. 

*     There  are  no  other  cases  in  the  books  which  bear  much 

on  the  question  proposed  to  us  by  your  Lordships.     For 

the  reasons  given  in  support  of  the  Judges'  answer  to 

that  question  I  only  am  responsible. 

Earl  of  Eldon.  My  Lords,  I  will  trouble  your 
Lordships  with  a  very  few  words  on  this  case,  which 
involves  questions,  certainly,  of  very  considerable  im- 
portance. A  case  upon  the  same  subject  was  decided 
by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  many  years  ago  :  and 
the  manner  in  which  that  case  was  decided  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  was  of  very  great  importance,  first, 
because  it  was  decided  by  most  learned  Judges ;  and, 
secondly,  because  it  was  a  case  in  which  a  court  of 
equity  sent  the  case  for  the  opinion  of  that  court,  in 
order  to  enable  that  court  of  equity  to  decide  what 
it  should  do  in  equity.  The  case  was  this :  there  had 
been  the  purchase  of  an  advowson,  the  incumbent  being 
at  the  time  in  such  a  state  that  he  died  within  two  days 
afterwards.  I  believe,  indeed,  the  period  was  very 
nearly  the  same,  if  not  exactly  the  same,  as  in  the  present 
ease.  Your  Lordships  will  recollect  it  was  one  oircum-* 
stance  in  that  case,  that  the  intended  purchaser  of  the 
estate  stated  that  there  must  be  no  delay,  but  that  the 
contract  should  be  immediately  completed.  The  Court 
at  that  time  was  filled  by  Lord  Chief  Justice  De  Grey, 
a  very  eminent  Judge,  Mr.  Justice  Blacksfone,  and  by 
two  other  Judges.  The  case  was  sent  by  Lord  Baihurst 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  Lord  Chancellor  to  determine 
whether  the  mere  eontract  should  be  carried  into  ex« 
ieutiiDii  by  an  aetual  eonveyance.  Now,  that  beiog  the 
'  nature 
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Batare  of  the  case,  and  that  being  a  case  in  equity,  makes        1829. 
it  a  much  stronger  case  than  if  the  court  of  equity  had 
Dot  taken  that  course,  because  your  Lordships  will  re- 
collect that,  with  respect  to   many  cases  of  contracts  '^*  Bwhop  of 
which  come  before  courts  of  equity,  the  parties  resort  ' 

to  a  ooort  of  equity  because  it  is  conceived  there  are 
grounds  upon  which  a  court  of  equity  will  grant  its  in- 
terposition to  carry  into  effect  that  contract.  In  that 
case  the  controversy  was,  whether,  supposing  that  con- 
tract to  be  good  in  law,  the  party  ought  not  to  be  left  to 
his  remedy  at  law  instead  of  coming  into  equity  for  a 
qpedfic  performance  of  the  contract;  however,  the 
Chancellor  of  that  day  thought  fit  to  take  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  upon  the  question,  whether 
the  advowson  being  sold  at  such  a  period,  nearly  ap- 
proaching to  the  death  of  the  clergyman,  the  present- 
ation as  well  as  the  advowson  being  included  in  the 
conveyance,  carried  with  it  the  assignment  of  the  pre- 
sentation ;  and,  my  Lords,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
were  of  opinion  that  it  did,  and  so  they  certified  to  the 
Court  of  Chancery.  I  observe  in  the  proceedings  in 
this  case  in  the  court  below,  the  Court  seems  not  to 
have  been  fully  informed  by  the  counsel  at  the  bar ;  and 
I  may  take  the  liberty  of  saying  so,  because  I  see  two 
Judges  of  that  Court  who  now  concur  in  the  opinion 
thai  this  was  a  good  conveyance,  and  who  then  thought 
it  was  not  a  good  one.  The  Court,  my  Lords,  seem  to 
me  to  have  been  not  specifically  informed  as  to  what  was 
the  fact.  We  have  heard  it  stated  at  the  bar,  that  aa 
injunction  had  been  granted  by  the  Lord  Chancellor 
against  the  proceedings  in  the  qtiare  impedit ;  and  that, 
after  that  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was 
communicated  to  his  Lordship,  he  did  not  continue  the 
injunction.  Now,  my  Lords,  that  circumstance  is  really 
of  DO  weight-  It  was  quite  unnecessary  to  continue  the 
injunction,  because  the  moment  it  was  intimated  that  in 
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1829*        the  opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Law,  the  contract 

~  '  was  a  good  contract  to  be  carried  into  execution,  it  was 

9.  not  necessary  to  take  the  trouble  of  asking  for  the  injunc- 

The  Bishop  of  tJon  being  continued,  for  the  conveyance  was  immediately 

executed  which  carried  the  contract  into  execution ;  and 
that  conveyance  having  been  executed,  it  would  be  a 
good  conveyance  of  the  presentation,  as  well  as  of  the 
advowson.  The  conveyance  being  a  good  conveyance  of 
the  presentation,  being  declared  by  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery to  be  a  good  equitable  conveyance  of  the  present- 
ation, and  the  Lord  Chancellor  proceeding  on  the 
opinion  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  there  was  an 
end  of  all  question.  Now,  my  Lords,  regarding  the 
effect  of  this  decision  on  human  transactions,  seeing 
that  in  all  probability  many  transactions  have  taken 
place  upon  the  footing  of  it,  it  does  appear  to  me,  I 
confess,  very  undesirable  that  that  decision  should  be 
shaken  by  the  courts  of  law.  I  confess  I  had  much 
rather  see  an  act  of  parliament  than  see  a  further 
extension  of  that  doctrine  of  which  we  have  heard  in 
the  argument  at  the  bar ;  and  I  am  very  happy  to  take 
the  opportunity  of  stating  to  your  Lordships  that  I 
most  fully  concur  in  the  opinion  which  has  been  ex- 
pressed by  the  learned  Judges. 

The  Lord   Chancellor.      Is    it   your  Lordships 
pleasure  this  judgment  be  reversed  ? 

Judgment  reversed. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  LORDS. 
Harding  v.  Pollock  and  Another. 

nnHIS  was  a  writ  of  error  from  the  judgment  of  the  The  appcxnt- 

Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ireland^  affirming  ™«>t  to  the 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Ireland  ^£  ^^^  ?^ 
in  this  cause.  is  in  the  cuttos 

Henry  Harding  (the  Plaintiff  in  error)  claimed  the  ^Jf^'^'^t''^ 
office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  King*s  County^  and  and  Kin^j 
had  been  several  years  in  possession  of  it,  under  an  ap-  Cotmtj  In  Ire' 
pointment  by  the  Custos  Rotulorum  of  the  county:  Jokn  exception. 
Pollock  and  Arthur  Hill  Comwallis  Pollock   (the   De-  BajUyJ.dhs. 
fendants  in  error)  claimed  the  same  office  under  letters 
patent  from  the  crown ;  and  the  action,  which  ^ras  for 
money  had  and  received  to  their  use,  was  brought  by 
them  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in  Ireland^  to 
ascertain  whether  the  right  to  make  such  appointment 
for  that  county  was   in   the   crown,   or   in   the  custos 
rotulorum. 

The  Defendant  below  pleaded  two  pleas,  first,  the 
general  issue ;  and,  secondly,  the  statute  of  limitations, 
in  both  of  which  issue  was  joined ;  but  as  the  Plaintiff 
below,  desiring  merely  to  establish  their  right,  sought 
only  nominal  damages,  no  question  arose  on  the  second 
plea,  the  object  of  which  merely  was  to  cover  the  profits 
received  more  than  six  years  before  the  commencement 
of  the  action.  The  case  was  tried  before  Lord  Norbtirfff 
the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court,  at  the  sittings  after 
Michaelmas  term  1819,  the  venue  being  laid  in  the 
county  of  the  city  of  DuUin.  At  that  trial  a  special 
verdict  was  found,  stating  in  substance  as  follows :  — 
**  That  his  late  Majesty,  King  George  the  Third,  by 
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letters  patent  under  the  great  seal  of  Ireland,  dated 
SOth  July  1798,  granted  to  the  said  John  Pollock  and 
Arthur  Hill  Comwallis  Pollock  (the  Defendants  in  error) 
the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  within  and  throughout 
the  province  of  Leinster,  in  Ireland,  and  within  every 
county  thereof,  except  Kilkenny^  to  hold  for  their  lives, 
and  the  life  of  the  survivor  of  them ;  which  letters  patent 
were  duly  enrolled  in  the  Rolls  office,  on  the  4th  of 
August  1798,  and  were  duly  accepted  by  the  said  John 
Pollock  and  Arthur  liill  Comwallis  Pollock,  and  that 
they  are  fit  and  proper  persons  to  hold  the  said  office ; 
and  that,  by  virtue  of  said  patent,  they  duly  obtained 
possession  of  said  office  in  the  Kin^s  County,  and  ex* 
ercised  the  duties  thereof  by  them,  and  their  sufficient 
deputies,  until  the  year  1800. — That  the  Kitig*s  County 
is  in  the  province  of  Leinster,  and  is  one  of  the  counties 
thereof;  and  that  by  an  act  of  parliament  in  Ireland,  of 
the  third  and  fourth  of  Philip  and  Maty,  and  in  the 
year  of  our  Lord  1556,  it  was  enacted,  that  the  king 
and  queen,  and  her  successors,  should  be  entitled  to  the 
counties  of  Leix,  Slievemarge,  Irry,  Glinmaliry,  and 
OffaUy,  and  that  for  making  them  shire  grounds,  a 
certaui  portion  of  the  said  counties  should  from  thence- 
forth be  a  shire  or  county,  by  the  name  of  the  King's 
County,  and  that  the  residue  should  be  a  county  by  the 
name  of  the  Queen's  County.  —  That  from  the  said  year 
1556  (at  which  time  it  appears  by  said  act  of  parliament 
the  lands  comprised  within  the  said  King's  County  were 
first  made  a  shire  by  the  name  of  the  King's  County)  the 
kings  and  queens  of  Ireland  have  nominated  and  ap- 
pointed, and  been  used  and  accustomed  to  nominate  and 
appoint,  fit  persons  to  fill  the  said  office  of  clerk  of  the 
pe&ce  for  t\ie  King's  County  to  the  said  year  1798;  and 
ihat  the  custodes  rotulorum  of  said  county  have  ap-* 
pointed  persons  to  fill  said  office,  in  the  said  county, 
from  the  year  1760  to  the  present  time,  who  have  held 

and 
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and  enjoyed  the  said  office  accordingly,  and  received  the 
emoluments  thereof  with  the  exception  of  Hugh  and 
Andrew  Carmichael  appointed  by  the  crown,  and  of 
one  Jamet  Ccndy^  the  deputy  of  the  said  John  PoUocki 
who  were  severally  in  possession  under  the  crown. 
The  special  verdict  then  stated,  letters  patent  of  his  late 
Majesty,  bearing  date  October  30th,  1766,  and  duly 
enrcdled,  by  which  the  Earl  of  Drogheda  was  appointed 
custos  rotulorum  of  said  county  during  his  Mfgesty's 
pleasure ;  and  then  set  out  a  writing,  under  hand  and 
seal,  whereby  the  said  Lord  Droghefioj  in  1772,  ap« 
pointed  Edward  Moore  Dowden^  clerk  of  the  peace,  and 
deputy  cnstos  rotulorum  of  the  said  county,  during  th^ 
pleasure  of  said  Earl.  It  found,  that  said  Dowden  took 
upon  himself  the  execution  of  the  duties  of  the  said 
office,  and  executed  the  duties,  and. received  the  emolu* 
ments  thereof^  until  his  death  in  1789.  And  then  set 
out  an  appointment  of  the  said  Henry  Harding  (tho 
Plaintiff  in  error)  in  said  year  to  said  office,  by  said 
Lord  Droghedoj  under  hand  and  seal,  during  good  be^ 
haviour.  It  then  found  that  said  Harding  was  and  is 
a  proper  person  to  hold  the  said  office,  and  did  all  things 
necessary  to  qualify  him  to  hold  the  said  office,  and  to 
make  him  a  complete  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  was  ad-« 
mitted  to  the  said  office,  and  took  on  him  the  duties 
thereof,  and  has  continued  from  thence  to  the  present 
time  to  execute  the  duties,  and  receive  the  emoluments 
thereof,  without  interruption  by  any  person,  and  con* 
ducted  himself  properly  therein ;  that  said  Lord  Drog^ 
keda  is  still  (at  the  time  of  finding  said  verdict)  custoa 
rotulorum  of  said  county.  And  that  within  the  last  six 
years  the  Defendant  received  fees  and  emolumenta  of 
the  said  office  to  the  amount  of  one  shilling." 

On  this  special  verdict,  the  C!ourt  of  Common  Pleas  ia 
Ireland^  in  Trinity  term  1821,  after  full  argument,  gave 
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judgment  unanimously  in  favour  of  the  said  John  Pollock 
and  Arthur  Hill  Cor/vwallis  Pollock,  the  Plainti£fs  in 
said  action. 

From  this  judgment,  Henry  Harding,  the  Defendant 
in  said  action,  brought  a  writ  of  error,  returnable  into 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ireland,  where  he 
has  assigned  the  general  error  only. 

The  case  was  fully  argued  in  that  Court,  which,  in 
June  1823,  affirmed  the  said  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  two  of  the  Judges  dissenting ;  where- 
upon the  original  Defendant  brought  his  writ  of  error 
returnable  into  parliament,  where  he  again  assigned  the 
general  error. 

The  case  was  argued  in  parliament  by  Campbell  for 
the  Plaintiff  in  error,  and  the  Solicitor-General  for  the 
Defendants  in  error. 

For  the  Plaintiff  in  error  it  was  submitted,  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  ought  to 
be  reversed  in  toto,  and  judgment  given  for  the  Plaintiff 
in  error. 

First,  because  it  did  not  appear  that  the  Defendants 
in  error  were  ever  admitted  to  the  office  in  question: 
secondly,  because  by  the  law  of  the  land  the  custos 
rotulorum  had  the  right  to  appoint  to  the  office  of  clerk 
of  the  peace :  and  thirdly,  because  by  the  usage,  as  ap- 
pearing on  the  special  verdict,  the  Plaintiff  in  error  had 
obtained  a  legal  right  to  retain  the  office  under  the 
appointment  of  the  custos  rotulorum. 

It  was  further  submitted,  that  this  special  verdict  was 
so  imperfect  that  no  judgment  for  the  Defendants  in 
error  could  be  given  upon  it ;  but  that,  in  case  judgment 
should  not  be  given  for  the  Plaintiff  in  error,  a  venire 
de  novo  must  be  awarded,  first,  because  the  question 
of  the  admission  of  the  Defendants  in  error  was 
doubtful;  and,  secondly,  because  there  was  sufficient 
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iBvidence  of  usage  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  In  error  to  a 
verdict,  or  which  ought  to  have  been  left  to  a  jury  to 
determine. 

For  the  Defendants  in  error  it  was  contended,  that 
the  county  in  question  in  this  case  having  been  made  a 
county  and  brought  within  the  pale  of  British  law  so  late 
as  the  year  1556,  prescription  could  not  exist  as  to  any 
of  its  offices  or  establishments ;  and  that  in  the  absence 
o(  prescription  the  appointment  of  all  officers  judicial^ 
ministerial,  or  executive,  concerned  in  the  administra- 
tion of  public  justice,  belonged  to  the  crown  of  common 
right,  and  was  part  of  the  prerogative. 

Upon  this  argument  the  following  questions  were 
proposed  for  the  opinions  of  the  Judges :  — 

First,  Whether  the  appointment  to  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  within  the  shires  of  England  did,  by 
law,  previously  to  the  passing  of  the  act  of  37  Hen.  8» 
c.  1 .,  belong  of  right  to  the  crown  or  to  the  custos  rotu- 
lorum  of  the  shire  by  virtue  of  his  said  office,  or  to  any 
and  what  other  person  or  persons  ? 

Secondly,  Whether  the  appointment  to  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  the  peace  within  the  shires  of  Ireland^  did, 
by  law,  in  and  previously  U>  the  year  1800,  belong  of 
right  to  the  crown  or  to  the  custos  rotulorum  of  the  said 
shire  by  virtue  of  his  said  office,  or  to  any  and  what 
other  person  or  persons? 

Thirdly,  Whether  the  right  to  appoint  to  the  office 
of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  within  the  Kings  County  in 
Ireland^  did,  by  law,  in  and  previously  to  the  year  I8OO9 
belong  to  the  crown  or  to  the  custos  rotulorum  of  the 
said  shire  by  virtue  of  his  said  office,  or  to  any  and 
:what  other  person  or  persons  ? 

The  authorities  on  either  side  are  so  fully  considered 

in  the  opinions  of  four  of  the  learned  Judges,  that  it 

lias  been  deemed  improper   to  print  the  argument  of 
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Batley  J.  My  Lords,  I  regret  extremely  that  I 
cannot  bring  myself  to  concur  in  the  opinion  the  other 
Judges  have  formed  in  this  case. 

The  fint  question  proposed  by  your  Lordships  to 
our  consideration  is  this,  Whether  the  appointment  td 
the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  within  the  shires  of 
JBng^nd  did,  by  law,  previously  to  the  passing  of  the 
act  of  37  H.  8.  c.  1.,  belong  to  the  crown  or  to  the 
CusiOB  rotulorum  of  the  shire  by  virtue  of  his  said 
office,  or  to  any,  and  what  other  person  or  persons? 
I  consider  it  to  have  belonged  to  the  crown  if  the 
crown  reserved  it  to  itself:  that  it  belonged  to  any 
other  person  or  persons  (at  least  if  named  in  the  com- 
missions of  the  peace)  upon  whom  the  crown  chos^ 
td  confer  it,  if  the  crown  thought  fit  to  give  it  away : 
or  that  if  the  crown  did  not  think  fit  to  reserve  or 
confer  it,  it  belonged  of  right  to  the  justices  at  large 
in  quarter  sessions  assembled.  Your  Lordships'  question 
appears  to  me  to  propose,  as  a  mere  point  of  law,  to 
whom  by  law  the  right  belonged,  and  my  answer  is 
framed  upon  that  view  of  the  question.  I  do  not  say, 
therefore,  that  the  crown  did  not  in  fact  confer  this 
right  upon  the  custos  rotulorum;  all  I  say  is,  that,  unless 
it  did  so  confer  it,  the  custos  has  it  not 

The  courts  of  sessions  of  the  peace  originated,  I  ap- 
prehend, in  the  reign  of  Ed.  S.,  and  were  founded  upon 
commissions  issued  in  pursuance  either  of  18  Ed.  S. 
gt.  2.  €.  1.,  or  of  34  Ed.  3.  c.l.  The  former  of  those 
statutes  provides  that  two  or  three  of  the  l)est  reputation 
in  the  counties  shall  be  assigned  keepers  of  the  peace 
by  the  king's  commission;  and,  at  what  time  need  shall 
be,  the  same,  with  other  wise  and  learned  in  the  law, 
shall  be  assigned  by  the  king's  commission  to  hear  and 
determine  felonies  and  trespasses  done  against  the  peace 
in  the  same  counties.  The  34f  Ed.  S.  c.l.  directs,  that 
in  every  county  in  England  shall  be  assigned  for  keep* 
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iDg  of  the  peace,  one  lord,  {un  seigneur),  and  with  him 
three  or  four  of  the  most  worthy  in  the  county,  with 
some  learned  in  the  law,  with  power  to  hear  and  de- 
termine, at  the  king's  suit,  all  manner  of  trespasser  done 
in  the  same  county.  Both  these  statutes  are  silent  as  td 
the  offices  and  the  constitution  of  the  Court ;  then,  as  It 
seems  to  me,  a  question  of  law  arises.  What  could  legally 
be  done  ?  and,  secondly,  a  question  of  fact.  What  wa9 
done?  Where  the  crown  erects  a  court  of  justice  of  ittf 
own  authority,  it  may,  I  apprehend,  fix  and  nominate 
what  officers  it  shall  have,  and  how  their  successors  shall 
be  appointed ;  and,  I  take  it,  it  has  the  same  power 
where  it  creates  a  court  of  justice  under  the  direction  of 
parliament,  unless  there  be  something  in  the  act  of  par« 
liament  firom  which  a  contrary  intention  in  the  legi9« 
latmre  may  be  collected :  the  legal  presumption  appear9 
to  me  to  be  that  the  legislature  will  break  in  as  little  as 
possible  with  the  prerogative  of  the  crown,  and  that 
what  it  does  not  by  express  words,  or  by  necessary 
implication,  take  away,  it  leaves  in  the  crown.  Upon 
the  establishment  of  this  court,  therefore,  the  crown 
might,  if  it  thought  fit,  appoint  one  of  the  justices  to  be 
custos  rotulorum,  or  it  might  omit  it;  it  might  name  a 
clerk  of  the  peace,  or  reserve  to  itself  the  future  right  of 
nominating  the  successors;  or  it  might  omit  to  name 
him,  and  be  silent  as  to  the  office ;  and  then  the  sessions 
would  have  had  the  right,  as  incident  to  their  being 
a  court,  to  decide  upon  having  such  an  office :  and  the 
right  to  appoint  him  would  be  either  in  the  sessions,  if 
the  crown  made  no  other  provision  as  to  the  appoint* 
ment  of  officers,  or  in  such  other  person  or  persomr 
OQ  whom  the  crown  had  conferred  the  right.  And 
whatever  the  crown  might  do  in  the  first  instance, 
would  either  be  variable  upon  future  occasions  or  not  r 
in  the  former  case  the  crown  might  resume  to  itself  the 
right  when  it  thought  fit ;  in  the  latter,  the  nomination 
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and  appointment  could  not  have  belonged  to  the  custos 
rotulorum,  unless  he  bad  been  appointed  ab  initio. 

Lambard^  in  his  Eirenarchioj  intimates  that  there  was 
extant  in  his  time  one  of  the  commissions  granted  in 
the  SSEd.S.;  and  if  we  could  discover  the  commis- 
sions granted  at  that  time,  and  could  be  satisfied  the 
commissions  for  the  different  counties  were  uniform  and 
all  of  the  same  tenor,  they  might  throw  great  light 
upon  the  question  as  a  question  of  fact,  though  they 
could  not  be  admitted  in  argument  upon  the  question 
of  law.  Suppose  those  commissions  to  have  been  silent 
as  to  the  custos,  and  to  have  reserved  to  the  crown  the 
right  of  appointing  a  clerk  to  the  justices;  can  there  be 
a  doubt  but  that  such  right  would  have  been  well  re- 
served ?  Suppose  the  commissions  to  have  nominated  a 
custos,  and  to  have  given  him  the  power  pro  hoc  vice  to 
have  nominated  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  would  not  that 
have  been  a  valid  gift?  and  would  it  have  been  valid 
for  more  than  that  term  ?  Would  it  not  equally  have 
been  valid  had  the  nomination  been  given  to  the  jus- 
tices at  large,  though  it  had  appointed  one  in  particular 
to  be  custos  rotulo'rum  ?  Suppose  it  to  have  nominated 
no  custos,  and  to  have  been  silent  as  to  the  clerk  of  the 
peace,  would  not  the  justices  in  sessions,  that  is  the 
court,  have  had  the  power  to  nominate  such  clerk? 
Such  power,  according  to  Rdle^s  Abr.  626.^  is  incident 
to  every  court.  Suppose  the  commissions  for  different 
counties  to  have  varied,  or  suppose  them  to  have  varied 
at  different  times,  what  would  then  have  been  the  case? 
That  they  did  vary  as  to  the  county  palatine  of  Lan*- 
caster y  is  clear  from  the  exception  in  1  W.SfM.  st.\^ 
r.  21.,  and  from  the  modern  practice;  and  that  they 
varied  as  to  other  places,  may  be  collected  from  the  ex- 
ception in  37  Hen.  8.  c.  1.  $.  5.  In  Durham^  at  present, 
the  bishop  is  his  own  custos:  the  provisions  in  37  Hen.S.^ 
and  also  in  3  &  4  Edw.  6.  c.  1  •  s.  5.,  shew  he  may  make 
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decide  as  matter  of  law,  upon  the  right  of  the  custos 
rotulorum  to  nominate,  is  founded  on  the  recital  in 
37  Hen.  8*  c.  1.  on  Lord  Cok^s  Comment  on  the  Statute 
of  Westminster^  2.,  2  Inst.  425.,  and  on  the  opinion  of 
\jOtA  Chief  Justice  Holt  in  Harcourt  v.  Fox.  (a)   The  re* 
cital  in  87  Hen.  8.  is,  ^*  that  where  before  this  time  the 
Lord  Chancellor  hath,  by  reason  of  his  office,  the  nomin- 
ation and  appointment  of  the  custos  rotulorum,  and  in  like 
manner  the  custos  rotulorum  hath  had  until  now  of  late 
the  nomination  and  appointment  of  the  clerk  of  the 
peace  witliin  the  shire  where  he  was  custos  rotulorum, 
and  where  now  of  late  sundry  persons  not  learned,  nor 
meet,  nor  able  for  lack  of  knowledge  to  occupy  the 
said  offices  of  custos  rotulorum  and  clerk  of  the  peace, 
have  gotten  grants  by  the  king's  letters  patent  of  the 
derkship  of  the  peace;"  and  it  thereupon  enacts  that 
every  custos  shall  nominate  the  clerk  of  the  peace  within 
his  shire,  and  the  custos  and  clerk  of  the  peace  shall  exe- 
cute the  said  offices  by  themselves  and  able  deputy.   This 
recital  that  the  custos  till  of  late  hath  had  the  nomination, 
may,  as  it  seems  to  me,  refer  to  the  practice  as  matter 
of  fact,  without  referring  to  the  right  as  matter  of  law : 
the  recital  does  not  state,  that  of  right  he  hath  had,  but 
states  the  fact  only,  that  he  has  had;  and  the  statute 
does  not  declare  and  enact,  but  enacts  only ;  and  it  does 
not  from  beginning  to  end  insinuate  that  the  patents  of 
the  clerks  of  the  peace  were  illegal  or  the  grants  void. 
On  the  contrary,  it  confirms  the  persons  then  in  office 
in  their  respective  offices;  and  if  it  were  referring  to  the 
right  as  matter  of  law,  it  would,  as  it  seems  to  me,  go 
too  &r  and  mistake  the  right,  as  the  right,  unless  there 
were  something  to  shew  the  contrary,  would  be  in  the 
sessions,    not  in    the   custos.      I   admit    Lord    Hol^s 


{a)   I  Show.  446.  506.  516.    4  Mod.  167.    1%  Mod.  4%.    Sbo<w. 
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opinion  in  Harcaurt  v.  Fox  is  very  strong,  that  the  right 
of  nominating  the  clerk  of  the  peace  belongs  to  the  custos 
rotulomm  of  common  right,  by  the  common  law  of  the 
land :  but  that  was  not  the  point  in  judgment ;  it  was 
incidental  only  to  the  case  under  consideration ;  none  of 
the  odier  Judges  concur  with  him ;  and  his  conclusion  is, 
^  So  that  now  h«\'ing,  as  well  as  I  can,  given  an  account 
of  the  nature  of  the  office  of  the  custos,  and  the  reason- 
ableness of  his  not  having  the  nomination  of  the  clerk  of 
the  peace,  I  shall  now  give  the  particular  reasons  upon 
which  I  ground  my  judgment  in  this  case." 

My  Lords,  I  am  aware  one  of  the  main  foundations 
for  his  opinion  is,  that  the  clerk  of  the  peace  must  be 
trosted  with  the  possession  of  the  rolls  to  make  entries 
upon,  and  that  the  custos  rotulorum  would  be  answer- 
able to  the  ling  and  to  the  subject  in  case  of  their  loss, 
and  that  it  would  be  the  most  unreasonable  thing  in  the 
world  that  the  custos  rotulorum  should  be  answerable 
for  soch  miscarriage  unless  he  had  the  appointment. 
Bat  the  answer  to  that  argument  is,  that  if  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  has  the  possession  of  the  rolls,  not  as  deputy 
to  the  custos,  but  as  the  officer  of  the  court,  the  custos 
wookl  not  be  answerable  to  the  king,  or  to  the  public, 
of  their  loss  or  destruction  whilst  they  remained 
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necessarily  in  the  hands  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace ;  and 
as  to  the  notion  of  unreasonableness,  that  objection  has 
applied  at  all  times  as  to  the  county  palatine  of  Lan- 
caster:  and  it  has  applied  in  every  county  in  England 
since  I  W.  Si^  M,j  where  a  new  custos  rotulorum  has 
been  appointed  in  the  lifetime  of  a  preceding  clerk  of 
the  peace ;  and  applied  to  the  very  case  they  were  then 
deciding :  for  die  decision  was,  that  the  old  clerk  of  the 
peace  was  entitled  to  continue  though  the  custos  who 
appointed  him  was  removed,  and  a  new  custos  ap- 
pointed. Another  argument  he  relies  upon  is.  drawn 
-from  the  practice  as  to  the  clerk  of  assize  and  the  county 
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clerk  in  MittorCs  case  (a),  and  the  reasons  given  in  2  Inst. 
425.  for  that  practice;  but  both  those  offices  are  con- 
sidered in  2  Inst,  as  bavins:  existed  before  the  time  of 
legal  memory,  and  the  crown  may  be  excluded  by  time 
from  interfering  as  to  ancient  offices,  though  it  is  not 
prevented  from  interfering  as  to  offices  created  within 
time  of  legal  memory.  It  may  be  observed,  too,  that 
Lord  Holt  speaks  of  the  possession  of  the  rolls  by  the 
custos  as  possession  of  them  by  all  the  justices  (1  Shorw^ 
528.) ;  that  he  speaks  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  as  the 
senior  of  the  justices  in  court ;  and  it  may  be  of  some 
service  if  I  shortly  notice  how  this  matter  was  treated  by 
the  counsel  in  argument,  and  by  the  other  judges,  and 
if  I  call  to  your  Lordships'  observation  how  it  was  again 
treated  when  another  opportunity  occurred.  Sir  Z*.  Poun/s 
argued  that  the  custos  was  in  the  nomination  of  the 
Lord  Keeper,  and  I  think,  as  anciently,  the  nomination 
of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  in  the  custos.  But  the  clerk  of 
the  peace  is  not  the  clerk  of  the  custos,  but  of  all  the 
justices  in  general,  and  properly  the  clerk  of  the  ses- 
sions. Mr.  Hawlesj  who  argued  for  the  Defendant,  says 
that  the  statute  of  Ed.  3.  makes  no  mention  of  such  an 
office,  but  it  was  an  incident  Justices  would  not  make 
and  draw  out  their  own  records,  and  in  all  probability 
he  who  is  called  in  the  statute  of  Bic.  2.  their  clerk  was 
appointed  by  the  justices  to  do  that  work  for  them.  He 
supposed  that  the  clerk  of  the  peace  was  at  first  the 
keeper  of  the  records,  but  afterwards  he  that  was  most 
eminent  for  quality  among  the  justices  was  appointed 
custos,  and  he  appointed  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  his 
deputy  or  servant.  Levins^  who  was  for  the  Plaintiff 
upon  the  second  argument,  says,  "  Should  I  go  about 
to  enquire  into  the  origin  of  the  office  of  custos,  I  should 
attempt  ambulare  in  tefiebris."     As  to  the  office  of  clerk 


(a)  4  Rep.  3  a. 
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of  the  peace,  he  says,  ^'  I  cannot  say  how  It  was  before 
the  statute  of  Hen.  8. ;  before  there  were  justices  there 
were  conservators,  and  it  is  likely  they  had  their  clerk 
to  do  their  business  and  keep  their  records,  and  it  is 
likely  this  officer  was  in  imitation  of  that,  but  I  cannot 
directly  tell  how  things  might  be,  for  this  matter  is  all 
in  nubibus!^  Mr.  Justice  lS,\pre  says  (in  substance),  "  We 
are,  I  confess,  much  in  the  dark  as  to  the  beginning  of 
the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace,  but  the  statute  of  W.  Sf  M. 
takes  him  wholly  out  of  the  power  of  the  custos,  and  sub* 
jects  him  to  another  jurisdiction,  that  is,  to  the  sessions 
of  the  perace,  to  which  he  is  properly  an  attendant."  Mr. 
Justice  Gregory  notices  that  in  2  Hen.  7.  fol.  1 .  he  is  called 
not  only  clerk  of  the  peace,  but  attotTiattis  domini  regis  ; 
and  that,  says  he,  is  a  proper  name  of  office  for  him, 
for  he  draws  th^  issues  tipon  traverses,  and  so  acts  as 
attorney  in  that  court  for  the  king.  Mr.  Justice  Dolbin 
is  silent  as  to  these  points ;  and  it  is  therefore  by  Lord 
Chief  Justice  Holt,  and  by  him  only,  that  they  are 
principally  discussed.  These  opinions  were  delivered 
in  Trinity  term,  5  W.  Sf  M.  None  of  the  other  re- 
porters of  this  case  give  the  detailed  account  of  Lord 
Holfs  argument.  Skower,  in  4f  Mod.  178,  unites  all 
the  arguments  of  the  Court,  and  puts  it  thus :  As  to 
the  beginning  of  this  office  we  are  much  in  the  dark,  for 
we  can  only  make  probable  conjectures  about  it ;  and  as 
to  his  continuance  in  office,  it  is  not  to  be  collected  out 
of  any  of  the  law  books  before  37  Hen.  8.  It  is  plain 
it  was  not  an  office  time  immemorial,  because  the  com- 
mission of  the  peace  is  not  so.  Afterwards  it  became 
necessary  for  one  to  make  entries  and  join  issues ;  the 
custos  appointed  a  clerk  for  that  purpose,  who  is  now 
called  clerk  of  the  peace;  and  this  seems  very  agree- 
able to  the  statute  of  Westminster  2d,  by  which  it  appears 
that  such  officers  and  clerks  who  are  to  enter  and  enrol 
the  pleas  were  always  appointed  by  the  judge  or  chief 
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minister  of  the  court.  Camberbach^  210.  only  says  tJie 
nomination  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  belonged  to  the 
custos  as  the  most  proper  person.  2  InsL  425.  Within 
five  years,  namely,  in  Hilary  term  8  &  9  fF.  8.,  whilst 
the  opinion  of  Lord  Holt  must  have  been  within  the  re- 
collection of  every  Judge  in  Westminster  Hallj  a  ques- 
tion as  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  again  arose 
in  Qwen  v.  Saunders  (a),  and  Harcourt  v.  Fox  was  ex- 
pressly referred  to.  The  question  was,  Whether,  under 
the  statute  of  I  JV.^r  M^  a  nomination  by  the  custos 
rotulorum  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  by  parol 
was  good  ?  and  Mr.  Justice  Powell^  a  lawyer  of  no  mean 
talent  and  acquirements,  said,  *'  It  had  been  objected 
that  this  clerk  of  the  peace  was  originally  but  a  deputy 
to  the  custos  rotulorum,  and  therefore  not  properly  an 
officer.  But  he  was  of  opinion  that  he  is,  and  was 
originally  an  officer,  and  not  merely  a  deputy  to  the 
custos  rotulorum.  The  statute  12  Bic.  2.  c.  10.  appoints 
him  wages,  and  there  he  is  called  clerk  of  the  justices  of 
the  peace,  and  he  is  in  the  nature  of  attorney-general  to 
the  king,  wages  being  still  paid.  In  2  Hen.  7.  cA.  he  is 
called  clerk  of  the  peace."  Lord  Chief  Justice  Trely 
said,  "  The  original  of  this  office  of  custos  rotulorum 
is  not  very  clear,  but  in  all  probability  the  trust  of 
the  conservator  of  the  rolls  was  committed  to  one  of 
the  justices,  and  then  he  was  called  custos  rotulorum ; 
and  probably  by  the  consent  of  his  brethren  he  nomi- 
nated the  clerk  of  the  peace.  He  is  called  so  iu 
IS  Hen.  4.  c.  10.  pi.  83.  12  Ric.  2.  c.  10.  calls  him 
clerk  of  the  justices,  and  appoints  him  wages;  and 
2  Hen.  7.  c.  1.  first  makes  mention  of  custos  rotulorum." 
Can  it  have  escaped  your  Lordships  that  in  thb  case 
Justice  Powell  almost  goes  out  of  his  way  to  state  that 
the  clerk  of  the  peace  is  not  a  deputy  to  the  custos,  but 


{a)  I  Ld.  Raym.  158.     Smlk.  467.     5  Mod.  386. 
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the  sessions,  that  is,  the  oiScers  of  the  court  and  the 
jurors.     Among  the  officers,  the  custos  rotulorum  hath 
worthily  the  first  place,  both  for  that  he  is  always  a 
justice  of  the  quorum  in  the  commission,  and  among 
them  of  the  quorum  a  man,  for  the  most  part,  especially 
picked  out  for  wisdom  andcredit;  and  yet  in  this  behalf 
he  beareth  the  person  of  an  officer,  and  ought  to  attend, 
for  the  words  in  the  commission  be  to  him  now  by  his 
proper  name.     *  Quod,  ad  dies  et  loca  predicta,  brevia, 
precepta,  processus,  et  indictamenta  predicta  coram  te 
et  dictis  sociis  tuis  venire  facias.'     Whereas  until  the 
l^Ric,2.  that  charge  was  general  to  all  the  justices, 
and  not  laid  specially  upon  any  one  person  in  the  com- 
mission, as  it  doth  appear  in  the  Tower  by  the  records 
which  I  have  already  vouched"   (see  Iximbardf  373,  &c., 
printed  in  1602).     By  the  commission  in  a  county,  the 
custos  rotulorum  ought  to  attend  at  the  sessions,  with 
records,  &c.  {Com.  Justices  of  the  Peace^  D.  4.) ;  "  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  oweth  his  attendance  at  the  sessions  also,  for 
(omitting  certain  things  specified)  he  readeth  the  indict- 
ments and  serveth  the  court.     He  enrolleth  the  acts  of 
the  sessions  and  draweth  the  process.     He  also  must 
deliver  letters  to  all  such  as  be  acquitted  of  felony,  &c. 
&c.     AH  which  things  he  cannot  do  if  he  be  not  pre- 
sent ;  so  that  he  is  an  officer  to  this  court,  and  clerk  of 
the  justices,  as  the  i2Rtc.2.  nameth  him,  and  not,  as 
Mr.  Bayr&m  thought,  the  clerk  of  the  custos  rotulorum 
only."     And  that,  as  it  seems  to  me,  is  the  true  state  of 
the  case :  the  custos  rotulorum,  though  one  of  the  jus- 
tices, is,  in  respect  of  his  custody  of  the  rolls,  to  attend 
with  the  rolls  in  the  court,  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
as  a  distinct  officer  of  the  court,  is  to  record  upon  such 
rolls  such  acts  of  court  as  are  to  be  recorded;  and 
when  he  has  recorded  them  it  is  his  duty  to  hand  them 
over  to  the  custos  rotulorum,  that  he  may  keep  them  in 
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and  the  second  in  the  custos  breviutn  ?  Why  does  the 
king  appoint  the  master  of  the  crown  office  in  the 
King's  Bench,  and  the  chirographer  in  the  Common 
Fleas  ?  Why  is  the  office  of  exigenter  in  the  Common 
Fleas  an  inseparable  incident  to  the  person  of  the  chief 
justice^  so  that  a  grant  thereof  by  the  king  whilst  the 
office  of  chief  justice  is  vacant,  is  null  and  void? 
Why  do  the  three  puisne  judges  of  the  King's  Bench 
appoint  the  signer  of  the  bills  of  Middlesex^  All  is 
referable  to  what  is  mentioned  as  the  ground  of  the 
opinion  in  Scroggs  v.  Coleshill  (a),  viz«  prescription  and 
usage.  And  what  is  the  foundation  of  prescription  and 
usage  but  a  lost  grant  ?  Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  I 
submit  to  your  Lordships  that  the  question  in  whom  the 
right  of  appointing  was  in  England^  before  S7  Hen.  8., 
is  matter  of  fact,  depending  upon  commissions  issued 
in  the  diffisrent  counties  in  England^  and  the  usages 
thereon;  and  that,  until  such  matter  of  feet  is  duly  en- 
quired into  and  ascertained,  it  cannot  be  answered  as  a 
question  of  law. 

To  tlie  second  question, — as  every  observation  I  have 
made  upon  the  first  question  applies  with  equal  force 
upon  the  second,— I  submit  to  your  Lordships,  that  it 
is  also  a  question  of  fact,  not  a  question  of  law,  in 
whom  the  right  in  Ireland  was. 

The  third  question  appears  to  me  to  depend  upon 
the  point  already  noticed,  viz.  the  right  of  the  crown  in 
the  commissions  at  first  granted  under  the  statute  of 
Ed.  S.  to  reserve  to  itself  the  right  of  nominating  to  the 
office  of  clerk  of  the  peace ;  for  if  the  right  existed  when 
those  commissions  were  granted,  it  seems  to  me  to  have 
existed,  as  to  this  county,  when  a  commission  for  this 
county  was  first  granted :  if  the  crown  had  originally  a 
right  as  to  each  county  to  mould  the  machinery  as  it 


{a)  i>f^r,i75- 


pleased, 


IN  THX  Tenth  Yjeab  of  GEO.  IV« 


49 


pleafed,  and  to  reserve  to  itself  such  nominations  as  it 
cliought  it  behov^  the  public  weal  it  should  resenre,  it 
most  have  had  the  same  right  as  to  this  county,  when 
first  it  became  an  object  of  consideration^  as  it  had  in 
every  other.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  upon  the  last 
question  proposed  by  your  Lordships,  that  the  right  of 
appointing  the  clerk  of  the  peace  in  the  King's  County  in 
Jretandf  when  the  district  that  county  comprises  was 
first  made  a  county,  was  in  the  crown. 


1829. 


LiTTLEDALE  J.     My  Lords,  upon  the  first  question,  I 
am  of  opinion  that  the  right  to  appoint  to  idl  the  offices 
connected  with  the  administratiou  of  justice  is  vested  in 
the  crown  by  the  royal  prerogative ;  and  if  the  crown  by 
its  roysl  prerogative  constitutes  a  new  court  of  justice,  it 
may  appoint  the  judges  of  the  court,  and  all  the  subordi- 
nate officers,  upon  such  terms  as  it  shall  think  proper. 
So  also  if  the  crown,  by  virtue  of  an  act  of  parliament, 
is  authorized  to  constitute  a  court,  it  may  appoint  the 
judges   of  that  court,   and   also  the  officers,   in  such 
manner  as  it  may  deem  most  expedient  to  carry  into 
efiect  the  object  of  the  legislature.     But  if,  in  the  con- 
stitution of  a  court  formed  under  the  authority  of  parlia- 
ment, the  crown  appoints  the  judges,   but  does   not 
appoint  the  officers  of  the  court,  but  is  silent  as  to  the 
appointment  of  any  officer ;  then  I  apprehend,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  the  power  of  appointing  the  officers  belongs  to 
the  Court  itself,  or  to  some  member  or  members  of  the 
Court  to  whom  particular  duties  are  assigned,  and  who, 
in  the  discharge  of  those  duties,  must  commit  the  per- 
formance of  the  minor  part  of  those  duties  to  some 
subordinate  officer  or  clerk :  if  the  crown  has  once  waived 
the  right  of  appointing  the  officers,  and  has  suffisred 
either  the  judges  of  the  court  at  large,  or  some  par- 
ticular judge  to  whom  special  powers  are  confided, 
to  appoint  the  officers  necessary  to  conduct  the  sub- 
ordinate 
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ordinate  business  of  the  Court,  then,  I  apprehend,  the 
crown  cannot  afterwards  interfere,  and  take  from  the 
court,  or  particular  members,  the  appointment  of  the 
subordinate  officers ;  for  otherwise  great  confusion  would 
ensue  in  the  administration  of  justice,  the  officers  act- 
ing under  the  authority  of  the  Court,  but  being  liable 
to  be  displaced:  and  the  crown,  by  allowing  the  Court 
to  appoint  the  officers  in  the  first  instance,  has  ma- 
nifested its  intention  that  that  should  be  the  course  of 
proceeding  in  the  administration  of  justice  in  that  court 
If  I  am  right  in  taking  this  view  of  the  subject,  I  think 
it  will  follow  that  the  appointment  to  the  office  of  clerk 
of  the  peace  within  the  shires  of  England  did,  by  law, 
previously  to  the  passing  of  the  act  of  37  H,  8.  c.  1., 
belong  of  right  to  the  custos  rotulorum  of  the  shire  by 
virtue  of  his  office. 

The  office  of  custos  rotulorum,  and  that  of  clerk  of 
the  peace,  are  offices  created  within  the  time  of  legal 
memory.  No  immemorial  usage  or  prescription  can 
therefore  be  applied  to  either  of  them.  But  if  it  be  true 
that,  in  the  cases  of  ancient  courts  or  superior  officers 
entrusted  with  the  administration  of  public  justice,  the 
principle  be  recognized  that  the  members  of  the  court, 
or  some  superior  officer,  have  appointed  the  subordinate 
officers  or  clerks  to  assist  in  the  administration  of  justice ; 
then  I  take  it,  on  the  creation  of  new  courts  or  superior 
officers  within  time  of  memory,  the  same  principle  will 
apply,  that  the  Court  or  superior  officer,  as  the  case  may 
be,  have,  as  incident  to  the  court  or  office,  a  right  to 
appoint  the  subordinate  officers  or  clerks,  —  saving 
always  the  right  of  the  crown,  on  the  first  creation  of  the 
court  or  superior  office,  to  constitute  and  regulate  it  as 
it  thinks  proper,  both  as  to  the  subordinate  officers  and 
clerks,  and  in  other  respects  as  the  crown  thinks  fit^ 

The  oldest  authority  that  recognizes  this  common 
law  principle  is  the  statute  of  Westminster  2d^  IS  Ed.  I. 
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s^.  1.  c.  SO.,  "  That  all  justices  of  the  benches  from 
henceforth  shall  have  in  their  circuits  clerks  to  enrol  all 
pleas  pleaded  before  them,  like  as  they  have  had  in 
time  passed."  And  Lord  Coke^  in  commenting  upon 
this  statute  in  2  Inst,  425.,  says,  ^^  This  power  is  as 
anciently  they  used  to  have,  that  is,  by  the  common 
law;"  and  he  states  the  reason  why  this  clause  of  the 
act  was  passed,  was,  that  the  king  had  been  informed 
that  he  might  appoint  the  officers  on  the  circuits,  which 
this  writer  declares  to  belong  to  the  justices,  and  that 
they  enjoyed  the  same  of  ancient  time,  that  is,  by  the 
common  law ;  and  then  he  goes  on  to  give  the  reason  of 
the  justices  having  this  power; — (at  present,  indeed,  the 
senior  judge  appoints,  and  has  done  so  for  a  considerable 
time  past;  how  this  has  happened  I  cannot  now  ascer- 
tain ;  whether  the  second  judge  had  acquiesced  in  the 
senior  judge  appointing  so  long,  that  it  cannot  now  be 
objected  to ;  or  whether  .the  practice  in  modern  times 
may  be  evidence  of  a  usage  before  the  time  of  legal 
memory,  so  as  to  found  a  right  such  as  the  statute 
referred  to  on  ancient  usage;)  —  "and  the  reason  thereof 
is  twofold :  first,  for  that  the  law  doth  ever  appoint 
those  that  have  the  greatest  knowledge  and  skill  to  per- 
form that  which  is  to  be  done ;  second,  the  officers  and 
clerks  are  but  to  enter,  enrol,  or  effect  that  which  the 
justices  do  adjudge,  award,  or  order,  the  insufficient 
doing  whereof  maketli  the  proceeding  of  the  justices 
erroneous,  than  the  which  nothing  can  be  more  dis- 
'  honourable  and  grievous  to  the  justices,  and  prejudicial 
to  the  party ;  therefore  the  law,  as  here  it  appeareth, 
did  appropriate  to  the  justices  the  making  of  their  own 
clerks  and  officers,  and  so  to  proceed  judicially  by 
their  own  instruments,  and  this  was  the  common  law. 
The  king  cannot  grant  the  office  of  the  shire  or  county 
clerk  (who  is  to  enter  all  judgments  and  proceedings  in 
the  county  court),  for  that  the  making  the  shire  clerk 
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belongeth  to  the  sheriff  by  the  common  law,   as  in 
Miiton*3  case  it  appeared,  et  sic  de  cateris*'     In  MH-^ 
ton*s  case(dr),  Queen  Elizabeth  had  granted  the  office 
of  county  derk  or  shire  clerk  to  Milton  and  others. 
The   Queen   appointed   Hapton   to  be   sheriff  of  the 
county,  who  interrupted  Mitton.     It  was  resoWed  that 
the  county  court,    and  the   entering  of  all  proceed- 
ings in  it,  are  incident  to  the  office  of  sheriffs,  and, 
therefore^  cannot  by  letters  patent  be  divided  from  it ; 
and  after  adverting  to  some  other  points  which  had 
been  raised,  it  goes  on  to  state,  that,  as  a  general  answer 
to  all  objections,   ^*  great  tncxmvenience  would  ensue  to 
sheriSsf  wha  are  great  and  ancient  officers  and  ministers^ 
of  justice^  if  such  grants  should  be  of  validity ;  for  by 
such,  as  well  the  entering  of  all  proceedings  in  the  same 
court,  as  the  custody  of  the  entries  and  rolls  thereof,  do 
belong  to  the  office  of  sheriff:"  he  proceeds  afterwards 
ta  say,  **  If  the  record  be  embezzled,  the  sheriff  shall 
answer  for  it,  and  therefore  it  would  be  full  of  danger 
and  damage  to  sheriffs  if  others  should  be  appointed  to 
keep  the  entries  and  rolls  of  the  county  court,  and  yet  the 
sheriff  should  answer  for  them  as  immediate  officer  to  the 
court;  and  therefore  the  sheriff  shall  appoint  clerks  under 
him  in  his  county-court,  for  whom  he  shall  answer  at  his 
peril ;  the  same  law  of  the  sheriff's  tourn ;  and  law  and 
reason  require  that  the  sheri£^  who  is  a  public  officer 
and  minister  of  justice,  and  who  has  an  office  of  such 
eminence,  confidence,  peril,  and  charge,  ought  to  have 
all  rights  appertaining  to  his  office,  and  ought  to  be 
fiivoured   in   law   before   any   private    person,    for   his 
singular  benefit  and  avail."     And  then  it  goes  on  to' 
state,  that  the  sheriffs  shall  have  the  custody  of  gaols, 
and  shall  put  in  such  keepers  for  whom  they  will  answer; 
and  the  reason  given  is,  because  they  shall  be  answer- 
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able  for  escapes.  And  it  goes  on  to  state,  that  it  would 
be  i^nst  all  reason  that  they  should  be  answerable  for 
escapes^  and  subject  to  amerciaments,  and  yet  that 
another  should  have  the  keeping  and  custody  of  the 
gaol.  The  parliamentary  declaration  in  the  statute  of 
WestwdnsteTj  and  Lord  Cok^s  Commentary,  and  also 
the  resolution  in  Mitto»'s  case,  seem  sufficient  to  shew, 
that  in  ancient  offices  the  right  of  appointment  of  the 
subordinate  officers  and  clerks  is  in  the  Court,  or 
the  superior  officer,  as  the  case  may  be.  And  I  ap- 
prehend, that  if  a  new  court  or  office  be  created,  the 
same  rules  will  attach,  as  the  reasons  for  it  are  precisely 
the  same.  The  language  of  Lord  Coke  in  his  Institutes, 
and  the  language  of  the  Court  in  Mittan's  case,  apply  in 
every  respect  to  such  officers  as  the  custos  rotulorum 
and  clerk  of  the  peace,  whose  case  is  now  under  con* 
siileration;  and  with  respect  to  the  principle  of  new 
offices  being  to  be  governed  by  the  rules  of  the  com- 
mon law,  I  would  refer  to  the  case  of  Wilkes  v.  Wil^ 
/ioais.  (a)  That  was  an  action  on  promises,  and  the 
Defendant  pleaded  in  abatement,  that  he  was  a  tipsta£P  of 
the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  then  he  says,  that  there  is 
an  ancient  custom  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery,  time 
oat  of  mind,  that  all  the  resident  officers,  clerks,  and 
ministers  of  the  same  Court  of  Chancery  shall  be  freed 
and  quieted  as  anciently  used  to  be,  according  to  the 
liberties  and  privileges  of  the  Court  immemorially 
used,  and  ought  not  to  be  impleaded  elsewhere  than 
before  the  Chancellor  or  Keeper  of  the  Great  Seal; 
and  on  a  demurrer,  objections  were  taken,  amongst 
others,  to  the  plea :  it  was  stated  to  be  pleaded  as  an 
exemption  to  offices  created  within  time  of  memory ;  as 
to  which  the  Court  held,  that  such  a  custom  might 
well  extend  to  newly-created  offices ;  for  when  an  imme- 
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morial  privilege  is  claimed  for  all  the  officers  of  the 
Court,  and  some  offices  are  made  within  the  time  of 
legal  memory,  they  must  also  fall  within  the  privilege. 
So  I  say  here,  that  if  the  common  law  allows  ancient 
courts  and  superior  officers  to  appoint  their  clerks  and 
subordinate  officers,  the  same  common  law  principle 
applies  to  new  courts  and  newly-created  offices. 

The  precise  origin,  either  of  the  custos  rotulorum  or 
of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  does  not  appear  to  be  very 
well  known.     There  were  at  the  common  law  persons 
who  were  called  conservators  of  the  peace.     Some  of 
these  were  such  by  virtue  of  certain  offices  which  they 
held ;  others  appear  to  have  been  elected.     The  precise 
nature  and  extent  of  their  functions   do   not  appear 
clearly  defined,  nor  whether  they  had  a  clerk  to  enrol 
and  enter  their  proceedings,  nor  how  that  clerk  was 
appointed.     These  conservators  were  discontinued,  and 
the  mode  in  which  the  constitution  of  the  conservators 
of  the  peace  was  changed  and  the  present  justices  of  the 
peace  were  constituted,  will  be  seen  in  Lambard^s  Eiren- 
archuj  c.  4.  ^.  1 .    Several  acts  of  parliament  were  made 
in  the  time  otEdw.  3.,  viz.  1  Edw.  S.  st.  2.  c.  16.,  4  Edw.S. 
c.  2.,   18  Edw.  S.  St.  2.  c.  2.,  and  84  Edw.  8.  c.  I.,  and 
the  origin  of  the  justices  of  the  peace,  as  at  present  con- 
stituted, is  to  be  found  in  these  statutes,  and,  conse- 
quently, within  time  of  legal  memory ;  and  it  may  be 
considered  that  the  last  of  these  was  more  particularly 
that  which  decided  the  character  and  constitution  of  the 
present  justices.     These  justices  at  large   had  at  first 
the  custody  or  keeping  of  the  rolls,  and  even  still  they 
have  them  in  point  of  law,  as  all  certioraries  and  writs 
of  error  are  directed  to  them.     No  mention  is  made 
in  any  of  these  acts  of  Edw.  3.  of  any  such  officer  as 
custos  rotulorum  —  and  it  is  not  very  clear  when  he 
was  first  constituted  —  nor  of  any  such  office  as  clerk  of 
the  peace.     But  by  the  12  Rick.  2.  c.  10.  the  clerk  of 
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tbe  justices  shall  have  &•  a  day  for  his  wages,  and  the 
clerk  of  the  justices  I  take  to  be  the  present  clerk  of  the 
peace;  and  in  11  Hen.  7«  c.  15.  the  custos  rotiilorum  is 
meDtioned  as  being  authorised  to  have  the  oversight  of 
tbe  sheriffs  in  the  cases  mentioned.  And  it  seems  from 
the  reference  in  Lambard^  40.  that  there  was  such  an 
office  as  custos  rotulorum  as  early  as  the  1 4  Rich.  2.  It 
does  not  appear  whether  previously  to  that  time  there 
Was  anjr  such  person  as  the  custos  rotulorum;  and  if 
there  was  not,  the  justices  would,  as  incident  to  their 
office,  have  a  right  to  appoint  their  clerk  according  to 
tbe  roles  of  tbe  common  law. 

Bat  as  soon  as  the  justices  became  a  distinct  court,  it 
would  be  inconvenient  that  the  records  should  be  dis- 
persed amongst  them  promiscuously,  and  not  kept 
together  in  one  place.  Lord  HoUy  in  Harcourt  v.  Fox^ 
says  be  looks  upon  it  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  king 
to  appoint  some  particular  person  to  have  the  custody 
and  charge  of  the  records,  and  that  he  should  be  a 
person  responsible  to  the  justices  for  the  safe  keeping 
of  them ;  and  he  says  this  was  thought  convenient, 
for  the  words  at  the  end  of  the  commission  of  the 
peace  are,  "  We  appoint  you  to  be  keeper  of  the 
records  and  rolls  of  the  county."  He  goes  on  to 
say,  *'  This  seems  to  me  to  be  the  commencement 
of  the  office  of  the  custos  rotulorum ;  for  no  one 
being  more  in  commission  than  another,  it  was  in 
the  power  of  the  king,  by  bis  prerogative,  to  appoint 
one  to  keep  the  records.  But,  therefore,  it  does  neces- 
sarily follow  that  no  person  whatsoever  could  be  custos 
that  was  not  a  justice  of  peace  in  commission."  Then 
Lord  HoU  goes  on  to  consider  how  the  custos  came  to 
appoint  tbe  clerk  of  the  peace.  He  says,  *^  The  custos 
names  him  for  this  reason,  because  the  rolls  and  records 
of  the  sessions  being  by  the  commission  put  into  the 
custody  of  the  custos  rotulorum,  the  clerk  being  the 
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person  that  must  be  trusted  with  the  rolls  to  make 
entries  upon,  to  draw  judgments,  to  record  pleas,  to 
join  issues,  and  enter  judgments,  then  by  common  right 
and  by  the  common  law  of  the  land  it  belongs  to  him 
that  hath  the  keeping  of  the  records  to  nominate  this 
clerk,  and  not  to  any  one  else;  and  it  would  be  the 
most  inconvenient  thing  in  the  world  that  the  custos 
rotulorum,  being  intrusted  with  the  custody  of  the  re- 
cords by  his  commission,  any  other  should  be  made 
clerk  of  the  peace  for  the  actual  possession  of  these 
records  than  such  a  one  as  he  should  appoint,  when 
upon  any  loss  or  miscarriage  he  is  answerable  for  it 
himself  to  the  king  and  to  the  subject" 

This  reasoning  of  Lord  HoU  as  to  the  propriety  of 
the  person  who  has  the  records  of  a  court  intrusted  to 
him  appointing  a  subordinate  officer  to  take  care  of 
them,  is  certainly  extra-judicial ;  but  it  falls  in  precisely 
with  what  is  said  by  Lord  Coke  in  his  2d  Inst,  com- 
mcQting  on  the  statute  of  Westminster^  2d,  as  to  clerks  of 
assize,  and  the  language  of  the  Court  in  Mttton*s  case. 

This  conjecture  of  the  origin  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace's 
being  appointed  by  the  custos  rotulorum  is  called  in 
question,  first,  because  in  12  Rich.  2,  c.  10.  he  is  called 
clerk  to  tlie  justices ;  secondly,  because  Lambardy  in  his 
JEvrenarchay  at  p.  377.  calls  him,  in  conformity  with  the 
Stat,  of  Bich.  2.,  clerk  to  the  justices,  and  not  as  the 
clerk  of  the  custos  rotulorum  only ;  thirdly,  because  in 
the  Year-book,  2  Hen.  7.  fol.  1.  he  is  called  the  clerk 
and  attorney  of  the  king.  He  is  in  the  statute  oi  Rich.  2. 
called  clerk  of  the  justices.  It  does  not  appear  that 
there  was  then  any  custos  rotulorum  i  but  admitting 
there  was,  and  taking  the  assertion  of  Lambard  that  at 
the  time  he  wrote  he  was  clerk  to  the  justices,  it  does 
not  follow  that  he  is  to  be  appointed  by  the  justices.  The 
justices  form  the  pourt,  and  therefore  he  may  with  pro- 
priety be  called  their  clerk,  because  he  is  to  record  their 
proceedings,  and  it  is  his  duty  to  attend  the  Court. 
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My  Lords,  it  is  to  be  observed  also  that  the  legal 
custody  of  the  rolls  and  records  is  in  the  justices, 
though  the  actual  custody  is  in  the  custos  rotulorum, 
who  is  to  produce  them  at  the  sessions,  and  upon  other 
proper  occasions  to  the  justices ;  and  therefore  there  is 
no  more  inconsistency  in  calling  him  clerk  to  the  jus- 
tices, when  he  is  appointed  by  the  custos  rotulorum, 
than  there  is  in  saying  that  the  rolls  are  in  the  legal 
custody  of  the  justices,  though  the  actual  custody  is  in 
the  custos  by  virtue  of  the  king's  commission.  But  if 
Lambard^s  authority  is  to  be  taken,  that  at  the  time  when 
there  was  a  custos  the  clerk  of  the  peace  was  the  clerk 
of  the  justices,  his  authority  must  be  taken  altogether, 
and  in  the  next  paragraph  he  says,  ^^  Howbeit"  (as  much 
as  to  say  notwithstanding  he  is  clerk  to  the  justices), 
^  the  nomination  and  appointment  of  him  hath  long 
time  belonged  to  the  custos  rotulorum.  And  this  office 
was  also  for  a  time  given  by  the  king's  letters  patent  for 
tern  of  life,  as  that  of  the  custos  rotulorum  was,  until  the 
Stat,  of  37  Hen.%.  c.  1.  recontinued  the  ancient  order  of 
giving  it  by  the  custos  rotulorum  only."  He  therefore 
considers  that  the  ancient  order  of  giving  it  was  in  the 
custos. 

Then,  as  to  his  being  called  in  the  Year-books  clerk 
and  attorney  of  the  king,  nothing  can  be  inferred  against 
the  right  of  the  custos  from  that  t  if  he  is  to  enter  the 
proceedings  on  the  rolls  and  records,  he  is,  as  far  as 
that  applies  to  entries  in  which  the  king  is  concerned, 
the  clerk  and  attorney  for  the  king ;  but  that  has  nothing 
to  do  with  the  right  of  appointment.  The  officer  on 
the  circuit,  who  in  common  parlance  is  called  clerk  of 
assize,  is  really  the  derk  of  the  assizes  and  clerk  of  the 
crown,  and  is  so  called  in  his  grant  of  office. 

The  statute  of  Westminster  speaks  of  the  justices 
within  circuits  appointing  their  clerks  to  enrol  pleas 
pleaded  before  tfaem,  in  general  terms;  and  when  his 
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duties  come  to  be  specified,  be  is  called  clerk  of  tbe 

assizes  and  clerk  of  tbe  crown ;  tbat  is,  be  is  tbe  clerk  of 

V.  tbe  assizes  as  to  tbose  tbings  wbicb  relate  to  civil  suits, 

'Bollock,      and  clerk  of  tbe  crown  as  to  tbose  tbings  wbicb  relate 

to  tbe  crown. 

It  is  not  material  to  consider  in  wbat  relation  be 
stood  to  tbe  custos,  wbetber  be  is  bis  deputy  or  bis 
clerk,  or  tbe  clerk  to  tbe  body  of  justices  for  wbom 
tbe  custos  keeps  tbe  rolls  and  records ;  but  tbe  question 
is,  in  wbom  is  tbe  rigbt  of  appointment?  He  cannot 
be  considered  as  tbe  deputy  of  tbe  custos  in  the  legal 
sense  of  tbe  word,  because  a  deputy  may  perform  all 
the  duties  of  tbe  principal,  which  tbe  clerk  of  tbe 
peace  cannot.  Besides  tbe  case  of  Harcourt  v.  Foxj 
there  is  tbe  case  of  Saunders  v.  Owen.  That  was  an 
assize  of  novel  disseisin  in  the  office  of  clerk  of  tbe 
peace.  Tbe  case  turned  upon  tbe  manner  of  tbe  ap- 
pointment, because  at  that  time  there  was  no  doubt 
*  about  tbe  rigbt  of  tbe  custos  to  appoint.  In  tbe  report 
of  tbe  case  in  Salkeld^  tbe  Court  say  tbat  it  always 
belonged  to  tbe  custos  rotulorum  to  nominate  tbe  clerk 
of  the  peace ;  but  tbe  clerk  of  tbe  peace  was  removable 
whenever  tbe  custos  rotulorum  was  removed  or  changed, 
and  moreover  was  removable  at  the  will  of  tbe  custos 
till  the  32  Hen.  8.,  which  makes  him  continue  in  quousque 
tbe  custos  shall  continue  in.  This,  therefore,  is  a  de- 
claration of  tbe  Court  as  to  tbe  original  right  of  tbe 
custos,  which  also  considered  that  tbe  effect  of  the  stat 
of  87  Hen.  8.  only  altered  the  period  of  tbe  duration  of 
the  office.  In  Jenkins^  216.  pi.  59.  it  is  stated  that  tbe 
custos  rotulorum  appoints  the  clerk  of  the  peace.  In 
Hie  King  v.  Evans^  ^Mod.Sl.y  tbe  custos  rotulorum 
was  displaced,  and  the  clerk  of  tbe  peace  refused  to 
deliver  the  rolls  to  the  new  custos.  He  was  indicted  and 
found  guilty,  and  removed  from  bis  office,  and  brought 
a  mandamus  to  be  restored*     It  had  been  said  he  was  a 
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ministerial  officer  to  the  custos,  and  ought  to  deliver  the 
records  to  him  at  the  end  of  the  sessions.  The  Chief 
Justice  said  "  the  clerk  of  the  peace  ought  to  make  out 
all  the  process,  which  cannot  be  done  without  the  rolls. 
When  they  are  completed,  he  must  deliver  them  to  the 
custos ;  but  so  long  as  they  are  in  process,  they  are  to 
be  with  the  clerk  of  the  peace ;  and  therefore  it  seemed 
reasonable  that  the  Defendant  should  be  restored ; "  but 
three  Judges  were  of  a  contrary  opinion.  This  case 
does  not  seem  to  prove  much  either  way  as  to  the  right 
of  appointment,  but  only  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  clerk 
of  the  peace,  and  that  the  custos  might  require  the  rolls 
to  be  delivered  to  himself  if  he  thought  fit ;  of  which 
there  could  be  no  doubt.  The  case  is  also  reported  in 
1  Shaw.  262.  and  12  Mod.  IS.  In  the  latter  case  HoU 
says  the  custody  of  the  rolls  belongs  to  the  custos  rotu- 
lorum :  the  clerk  of  tlie  peace  is  a  distinct  officer,  and 
not  a  mere  servant.  A  peremptory  mandamus  was 
ordered. 

Then  it  is  material  to  consider  whether  the  statute  of 
37  Hen.  S,  c.  I.  throws  any  light  upon  this  subject.  It 
begins,  **  Where  before  this  time  the  Lord  Chancellor 
of  England  for  the  time  b^ing  hath,  by  reason  of  his 
office  of  the  chancellorship,  the  nomination  and  ap- 
pointment of  the  custos  rotulorum,  and  that  in  like 
manner  all  and  every  person  which  hath  had- and  en« 
joyed  the  said  office  of  the  custos  rotulorum  hath  had 
until  now  of  late  the  nomination  and  appointment  of 
the  clerk  of  the  peace ;  and  whereas  now  of  late  divers 
and  sundry  persons  not  having  learned,  nor  being  able 
for  lack  of  knowledge  to  exercise  the  offices  of  custos 
rotulorum  and  clerk  of  the  peace,  have,  of  late  years,  by 
labour,  friendship,  and  means,  attained  and  gotten  for 
term  of  their  lives,  of  the  king's  majesty,  several  grants 
by  bis  bigbness's  letters  patent  to  them  made  of  the  said 
clerkship  of  the  peace:''  and  then  it  goes  on  to  enact 
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how  these  offices  shall  be  appointed  to  in  future ;  and, 
as  to  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  that  he  shall  be  appointed 
by  the  custos.  Further  acts  of  parliament  have  since 
been  passed  as  to  these  offices,  but  they  are  not  material 
to  the  enquiry.  This  recital  then  appears  to  contain  a 
direct  recognition  of  the  right  of  the  custos  rotulorum 
to  appoint  the  clerk  of  the  peace.  It  says  that  the 
custos  hath  had  until  now  of  late  the  nomination  and 
appointment.  That  must  mean  the  rightful  nomination 
and  appointment.  And  then  it  goes  on  to  give  the 
custos  a  distinct  power  of  appointment  to  hold  the  office 
as  long  as  he  should  continue  custos. 

It  may,  however,  be  said  that  this  act  cannot  be 
taken  to  recognize  any  pre-existing  right  in  the  custos, 
because  it  says  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  had,  by  virtue 
of  his  office,  the  nomination  and  appointment  of  the 
custos,  and  which  he  had  not  by  law.  I  admit  that  he 
bad  it  not  by  law ;  the  only  way  to  account  for  this 
recital  in  the  act  is,  that  in  point  of  fact  he  bad 
exercised  the  right;  and  which  he  probably  had  done 
because  he  made  out  the  commission,  and  he  might 
consider  that  it  was  proper  for  him  to  direct  who  were 
to  keep  the  records.  But,  at  all  events,  there  is  a 
parliamentary  recognition  that  the  crown  had  not  ap- 
pointed the  clerk  of  the  peace  at  the  first  formation  of 
the  court  of  the  justices,  because  it  says  that  the  custos 
rotulorum  had  until  now  of  late  appointed  the  clerk  of 
the  peace,  and  that  now  of  late  persons  had  got  grants 
from  the  crown ;  and  of  course  it  follows  that  at  the  first 
formation  the  crown  had  not  exercised  the  right ;  and 
that  being  so,  the  title  of  the  crown  cannot  be  sup- 
ported ;  and  then  it  becomes  a  question  whether  the 
Domination  be  in  the  justices  at  large  or  in  the  custos 
rotulorum. 

It  may  be  said  there  are  a  great  many  offices  in  courts 
of  justice  where  the  power  of  nomination  is  not  as  is 
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contended  for  by  the  plaintiff  in  error.    No  doubt  many 
are  in  the  crown:  as  to  which  I  consider  that  the  right 
of  nomination  was  waived  by  the  crown  on  the  original 
formation  of  the  court.     In  others  it  is  in  the  Chief 
Justice;  and,  as  to  them,  I  consider  that  the  right  of 
the  Chief  Justice  is  founded  in  prescription,  which  has 
taken   it  away  from   the  Court  at  large.     And  there 
are  subordinate  officers  or   clerks  who  are  appointed 
by   the   superior  officers.     In   the  case  of  Scroggs  v. 
ColeshtUj  the  office  of  exigenter  became  vacant  in  1558^ 
and  afterwards  Sir  Richard  Brooke^   Chief  Justice  of 
the  Common  Pleas,  died,  and  during  the  vacancy  of 
both  offices  Queen  Mary  granted   the   office  of  exi- 
genter to  ColeshUl,  and  afterwards  granted   the  office 
of  Chief  Justice  to  Anthony  Braum^  who  refused  to 
admit  Coleshitt,  and  granted  the  office  to  Scroggs.     And 
then  in  1  &  2  Eliz.  the  rights  of  the  parties  were  dis- 
cussed,  and  it  was  held  by  the  Judges  present,  viz. 
tbe  Judges  of  the  King's  Bench  and  the  Chief  Baron, 
the  Judges  of  the  Common  Pleas  being  excluded,  that 
the  title  of  Coieshill  was  null,  and  that  the  right  of  the 
office  by  no  means  and  at  no  time  belongs  or  can  belong 
to  tbe  Queen,  but  is  only  in  the  disposal  of  the  Chief 
Justice  for  the  time  being,  as  an  inseparable  incident 
belonging  to  the  person  of  the  Chief  Justice  by  reason 
of  prescription  and  usage.     At  the  end  of  the  case  a 
reference  is  made  to  the  statute  of  Westminster^  and  it 
then  goes  on: — ^^  And  so  it  seems  in  reason  that  the 
justices  were  before  the  clerks,  and  made  clerks  at  their 
pleasure.'^     In  this  case  the  title  of  the  Chief  Justice 
stands  upon  usage  and  prescription,  and  very  properly 
so,  because  by  the  common  law  the  right  to  appoint  the 
officers  of  the  Court  was  in  all  the  Judges  of  the  Court, 
and  the  Chief  Justice  alone  could  only  appoint  by  usage 
and  prescription.     But  the  case  is  important  in   this 
point  of  view,  that  it  says  the  gift  of  the  office  by  no 
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means  and  at  no  time  belongs  or  can  belong  to  the 
Queen ;  and  the  question  then,  I  apprehend,  was  be- 
tween the  right  of  the  whole  Court  and  the  right  of  the 
Chief  Justice,  which  latter  could  only  be  founded  by 
prescription. 

The  next  case  to  that  of  Screws  v.  Cdeshill  is  in 
.  DyeVy  176  a,y  by  which  it  appears  that  the  oflBce  of  chi- 
rographer  and  of  custos  brevium  in  the  Common  Pleas 
both  belong  to  the  king.  The  next  case  is  that  of  the 
Duchess  of  Grafton  v.  Hall  (a),  and  Bridgman  v.  Hall^ 
in  Shower^  s  Parliamentary  CaseSf  111.  That  was  a  ques- 
tion between  the  crown  and  the  Chief  Justice  of  the 
King's  Bench,  as  to  the  right  of  appointing  the  chief 
clerk  of  the  King's  Bench.  The  Chief  Justice  claimed 
the  right. by  prescription;  and  one  question  was,  whether 
the  prescription  was  interrupted  by  an  act  of  parliament 
of  15  Ed.  3. :  but  the  right  of  the  Chief  Justice  was  put 
on  the  point  of  prescription,  and  not  upon  the  common 
law  right,  for  that  would  have  given  it  to  the  whole 
Court. 

Another  question  is,  whether  this  right  of  nomination 
is  not  a  matter  of  &ct  to  be  decided  by  a  jury,  rather 
than  as  a  matter  of  law.  But  I  think  it  is  a  question  of 
mere  law  for  the  reasons  I  have  given.  The  only  thing 
that  could  be  considered  as  a  matter  of  fact  to  be  tried 
by  a  jury,  would  be,  whether  the  crown  had  reserved  the 
right  of  nominating  the  clerk  of  the  justices,  cr  what- 
ever  he  may  be  called,  at  the  time  when  the  first  com« 
mission  issued  for  appointing  justices  of  the  peace;  and 
I  think  that  courts  of  law  may  take  judicial  notice  that 
they  did  not  do  so,  from  a  total  absence  of  any  thing 
appearing  to  countenance  such  a  supposition,  and 
from  the  language  of  the  stat.  of  37  H,  8.,  where  such 
^ercise,  in  fact,  is  distinctly  negatived,  and  from  the 
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Tarious  autborities  which  I  have  referred  to  as  to  the 
office  in  question,  in  none  of  which  is  it  in  any  way 
supposed  that  the  crown  did  exercise  such  a  right  in  the 
first  instance. 

It  may  be  said,  that  in  the  counties  palatine  a  dif- 
ferent rule  prevails ;  that  in  the  county  palatine  of  Lan^ 
caster  the  clerk  of  the  peace  is  not  appointed  by  the 
custos  rotulorum ;  and  that  in  Durham  the  bishop  does 
not  appoint  in  the  character  of  custos  rotulorum.  What- 
ever is  done  in  the  counties  palatine  is  not  necessarily 
according  to  the  rule  of  the  common  law,  but  it  depends 
altogether  on  the  particular  constitution  of  each  county, 
as  it  was  originally  formed  by  act  of  parliament  or 
otherwise;  and  I  do  not  consider  that  what  has  been 
done  in  counties  palatine  can  afiect  the  general  prin- 
ciples of  the  common  law. 

I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  on  the  first  question^  that 
the  appointment  to  theofiice  of  clerk  of  the  peace  within 
the  shires  of  England  did  by  law,  previously  to  the 
passing  of  the  act  of  37H.S*  c.  1.,  belong  of  right 
to  the  custos  rotulorum  of  the  shire,  by  virtue  of  his 
said  office. 

The  law  of  Ireland  before  the  time  of  //.  2.  was  the 
Brehon  law.  King  John^  in  the  1 2th  year  of  his  reign,  is 
said  in  Co.  Lit.  141a.,  to  have  gone  mio  Ireland^  and  there, 
by  the  advice  of  grave  and  learned  men  in  the  laws,  whom 
he  carried  with  him,  to  have  ordained  and  established 
that  Ireland  should  be  governed  by  the  laws  of  England. 
Some  of  the  Iri>h  accepted,  but  others  objected  to  this. 
In  the  parliament  of  Kilkenny^  40  Edw.  3.,  the  Brehon 
law  was  abolished.  In  Poynin^s  LaWj  10//.  7*9  it  is 
stated  that  English  statutes  before  that  made  in  England 
shall  be  in  force  in  Ireland.  Whatever,  therefore,  were 
the  rights  of  the  crown,  or  other  persons  in  England^  at 
the  formation  of  the  courts  of  justices  in  England^  were 
also  the  rights  of  the  corresponding  persons  in  Ireland. 
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No  act  of  parliament  in  Ireland  before  the  year  1800 
took  away  the  rights  of  the  custos.  I  am  of  opinion, 
therefoi^e,  on  the  second  question,  that  the  appointment 
of  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  within  the  shires  of 
Ireland  did  by  law,  in  and  previously  to  the  year  1800, 
belong  of  right  to  the  custos  rotulorum  of  the  shire,  by 
virtue  of  his  said  office. 

The  appointment  of  the  King*s  County  was,  by  3  & 
4  Ph.  4f  ^*  c,2.  S.S.     A   new   county,    with   all   the 
officers  attached  to  it,  will  follow  the  rule  of  all  other 
counties;  and  if  the  crown,  at  the  time  of  the  original 
formation  of  the  court  of  the  justices  in  England,  did 
not  exercise  the  nomination  and   appointment  of  the 
officers,  it  could  not  do  so  in  Ireland,  either  when  the 
court  of  justices  was  first  formed  there,  or  at  the  time  of 
the  formation  of  the  King's  County.     The  clause  is  as 
follows :  —  ^*  And  be  it  also  enacted,  by  the  authorities 
aforesaid,  that  the  new  fort  in  Qffaily  be  from  henceforth 
for  ever  called  and  named  PhiUipstaamj  and  that  the  said 
countrie  of  Offdily,  and  such  portion  of  the  said  G/m- 
malry  as  standeth  and  is  situated  of  that  side  of  the  river 
of  BatraWj  whereupon  the  said  Phillipstown  standeth 
and  is  situated,  and  all  the  seigniories,  honors,  manors, 
lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments  of  the  same  country 
and  portion,  and  every  of  them,  be  from  the  feast  of 
St.  Michael  the  Archangel,  next  coming  after  the  first 
day  of  this  present  parliament,  one  shire  or  countie, 
named,  known,  and  called,  the  King's  Countie  ;  and  shall 
from  the  said  feast  be  taken,  reputed,  and  used  as  a 
countie  or  shire  to  all  purposes  for  ever ;  and  that  there 
shall  be  appointed,  ordained,  and  made,  within  the  said 
countie  or  shire,  for  the  rule  thereof,  and  execution  of 
things  there,  sherife,  coroners,  escheator,  clerke  of  the 
market,  and  other  officers  and  ministers  of  justice,  yearly, 
as  in  other  the  shires  or  counties  of  this  realm  of  Ireland 
be  or  should  be.^ 

I  am 
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I  am  therefore  of  opinion,  as  to  the  third  question, 
that  the  right  to  appoint  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the 
peace  within  the  King's  County  of  Ireland  did,  by  law, 
in  and  previously  to  the  year  1800,  belong  to  the 
cnstos  rotulorum  of  the  said  shire,  by  virtue  of  his  said 
office. 


182d. 


Gaselee  J.  My  Lords,  as  I  have  reason  to  believe 
that  all  my  learned  brethren  who  are  now  present, 
with  the  exception  of  one  only,  will  concur  in  the  an* 
swers  which  have  been  given  by  my  learned  Brother  who 
has  preceded  me,  to  the  several  questions  propounded 
by  your  Lordships,  and  as  he  has  entered  so  fully  and 
ably  into  the  investigation  of  the  grounds  and  reasons  on 
which  he  has  founded  those  answers,  I  think  it  is  not 
only  unnecessary,  but  that  it  would  be  an  inexcusable 
waste  of  your  Lordships'  time  were  I  to  enter  into  any 
lengthened  discussion  upon  the  present  occasion.  I 
shall,  therefore,  content  myself  with  saying,  generally, 
upon  the  first  of  these  questions,  that  it  appears  to  me 
clearly  that  the  act  of  parliament  referred  to  is  a  de- 
claratory act,  and  that  upon  an  attentive  consideration 
of  that  act,  and  the  several  authorities  which  have  been 
cited  and  commented  upon  by  my  learned  Brother,  I 
am  of  opinion,  that  the  appointment  to  the  office  of 
derk  of  the  peace  within  the  shires  of  England^  did  by 
law,  previously  to  the  passing  of  the  act  of  S7  H.  8. 
c.  1.,  belong  of  right  to  the  custos  rotulorum  of  the  shire 
by  virtue  of  his  said  office. 

Upon  the  second  question,  in  the  absence  of  any 
means  of  ascertaining  precisely  the  course  adopted  upon 
the  introduction  of  the  sessions  and  of  the  offices  of 
custos  rotulorum  and  clerk  of  the  peace  into  the  king- 
dom of  Ireland^  the  natural  presumption  is,  that  it 
would  be  that  which  had  been  pursued  in  England. 

But 
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But  it  does  not  rest  on  presumption  only :  the  three 
cases  of  The  King  v.  Fergtisorij  and  The  King  v.  The  Jus- 
tices of  the  Peace  of  the  County  of  Tipperan/j  and  The 
King  V.  Sevemey  and  Falkinevy  clerk  of  the  peace  in  the 
said  county,  cited  in  the  Appendix  to  the  case  of  the 
PlaintiiF  in  Error,  appear  to  me  to  be  decisive  au- 
thorities in  support  of  the  right  of  the  custos  rotu- 
lorum :  it  is  clear  also  that  the  grant  under  which  the 
Defendant  in  Error  claimed,  which  is  a  grant  of  the 
oflSce  of  clerk  of  the  peace  of  the  whole  province  of 
Leinster^  of  which  the  county  of  Long/ord  and  also 
the  King's  County  are  members  (except  Kilketmy)y  is 
dated  30th  July  1 798 ;  and  that  seven  months  after  the 
date  of  that  grant  the  right  of  Ferguson  to  the  office 
was  established.  I  am,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  the 
appointment  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  within 
the  shires  of  Ireland  did,  by  law,  in  and  previously  to 
the  year  1800,  belong  of  right  to  the  custos  rotulorum 
of  the  shire  by  virtue  of  the  said  office. 

Upon  the  third  question,  I  do  not  see  any  sufficient 
ground  for  making  a  distinction  between  the  King's 
County  and  the  other  shires  of  Ireland^ 

The  act  of  parliament  constituting  the  King's  County 
does  not  make  any.  The  clause  is  very  short ;  it  enacts 
that  certain  portions  of  land  therein  described  shall  be 
one  shire  or  county  named  and  called  the  King^s  County^ 
and  shall  be  taken,  reputed,  and  used  as  a  county  or 
shire  to  all  purposes  for  ever. 

It  goes  on  to  add,  that  there  shall  be  appointed,  or- 
dained, and  made  within  the  said  county  or  shire,  for 
the  rule  thereof  and  execution  of  things  there,  sheriffs, 
coroners,  escheators,  clerks  of  the  market,  and  other  qffl-- 
cers  atid  ministers  of  justice  yearly,  as  in  other  the  shires 
or  counties  of  this  realm  of  Ireland  be  or  should  be. 

It  might  perhaps  be  sufficient  to  say,  that  the  clerk 
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of  the  peace  is  one  of  the  officers  and  ministers  of  jas* 
tJce.  But  in  addition  to  that,  the  case  of  the  county  of 
Monmouth  is  strictly  analogous  to  the  present,  the  sta- 
tute making  it  an  English  county.  It  says  nothing  of  a 
custos  rotulorum,  yet  he  is  appointed  and  appoints  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  in  the  same  manner  as  is  done  with 
other  English  counties.  It  is  made  an  English  county 
by  27  H,  8.  c.  26.  I  do  not  find  that  there  was  any 
custos  rotulorum  of  any  of  the  ^elsh  counties  until 
after  that  period.  The  27  H.  8.  c.  5.  authorizes  the 
making  justices  of  peace  within  Chester  and  Wales. 

By  the  34  &  So  Hen,  8.  c.  26.  intituled,  an  act  for 
certain  ordinances  in  the  king's  dominions  and  prin- 
cipality of  IValeSi  reciting,  that  there  were  twelve  shires 
in  fValeSj  eight  old  ones  and  four  new,^  by  1t7Hen.6. 
besides  Monmouth^  it  enacts,  5.  5S.  that  in  each  of  the 
twelve  shires  there  shall  be  justices  of  the  peace  and 
qmontmj  and  also  one  custos  rotulorum;  and  by  5.54. 
that  the  said  justices  of  the  peace,  justices  of  the 
qaornm,  and  custos  rotulorum  shall  be  named  and  ap- 
pointed by  the  Chancellor  of  England  by  commission 
under  the  king's  great  seal  of  England.  It  takes  no 
notice  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  who,  I  believe,  is  con- 
stantly appointed  by  the  custos  rotulorum,  as  in  the 
English  counties. 

With  respect  to  the  length  of  time  during  which  the 
crown  appointed  the  clerk  of  the  peace  in  the  king's 
county,  I  observe,  that  in  the  case  of  The  King  v.  FaU 
kinerj  it  appeared  the  crown  had  appointed  the  clerk 
of  the  peace  in  Tipperari/  for  a  very  considerable  period, 
but  notwithstanding  that,  the  right  was  held  to  be  in  the 
custos  rotulorum. 

I  therefore  state  it  to  your  Lordships  an  my  humble 
opinion,  that  the  right  of  appointment  to  the  office  of 
derk  of  the  peace  within  the  Kin^s  County  in  Ireland 
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did  by  law  in  and  previously  to  the  year  1800  belong 
to  the  custos  rotulorum  of  the  shire  by  virtue  of  his 
said  office. 

Vauohan  B.  With  reference  to  the  last  two  questions, 
it  is  to  be  considered  as  admitted  that  the  crown,  if  it 
ever  possessed  the  right  of  appointment  to  the  office  of 
derk  of  the  peace  within  the  shires  to  which  these 
questions  refer,  has  never  parted  with  that  right,  un- 
less it  passed  to  the  custos  rotulorum  in  each  county 
merely  by  virtue  and  in  right  of  his  said  office  of  custos 
rotulorum. 

To  the  first  question,  my  Lords,  I  answer,  that  the 
office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  within  the  shires  of  England 
did,  by  law,  previously  to  the  passing  of  the  act  g£ 
37  Hen.  8.  c.  1.,  belong  of  right  to  the  crown.  The  king 
by  prerogative  has  the  creation  of  all  powers  and  offices 
in  the  state,  especially  those  connected  with  the  adminis- 
tration of  justice.  Whoever,  therefore,  insists  on  the 
right  to  appoint  to  any  such  office  must,  to  establish  a 
legitimate  claim,  derive  his  title  through  the  crown.  But 
I  apprehend  this  may  be  done  either,  first,  by  grant  from 
the  crown ;  secondly,  by  prescription,  which  presupposes 
such  grant;  thirdly,  by  act  of  parliament,  to  which  the 
king  is  a  consenting  party.  It  is  not  argued,  nor  is 
there  colour  for  contending  that  the  appointment  to  the 
office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  rests  on  any  act  of  parlia- 
ment as  its  foundation  prior  to  the  37  Hen.  8.  Nor  can 
the  docrine  of  prescription,  in  the  legal  acceptation  of 
that  terra,  assist  the  claim,  because  neither  the  office  of 
custos  rotulorum  nor  of  clerk  of  the  peace  has  any  ex-* 
istence  before  the  time  of  legal  memory.  The  case  of 
tbe  Plaintiff  in  error  must  depend,  therefore,  on  the 
qnesUon,  whether  the  right  of  the  custos  to  appoint  can 
Ito*  derived  from  any  gi*ant  mediately  or  immediately 
L*  .  from 
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from  the  crown ;  and  on  this  ground  I  conceive  it  may 
be  defended.  When  I  use  the  words  mediately  or  im- 
mediately, I  would  be  understood  that  the  right  to 
appoint  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  may  be 
derived  through  the  crown  by  the  grant  of  some  other 
office  to  which  it  may  be  inseparably  incident,  and 
that  it  did  of  right  belong  to  the  office  of  custos  rotu- 
lonim  to  appoint  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  in 
Englandj  not  by  virtue  of  any  express  grant  from  the 
crown,  but  as  incidental  to  the  office  of  custos  rotu- 
Iprum  prior  to  the  statute  of  37  Hen.  8.  Accessoritan 
uquUur  principale.  It  passes  as  an  accessory  to  its 
principal. 

I  think,  my  Lords,  that  can  be  shewn  by  a  consider- 
ation,  first,  of  the  origin  and  nature  of  the  respective 
offices  of  custos  rotulorum  and  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  of 
their  relative  duties  as  arising  out  of  and  connected  with 
the  commission  of  the  peace ;  secondly,  by  the  strongest 
l^slative  declarations  and  recognitions  on  the  subject ; 
thirdly,  by  the  authority  of  solemnly-adjudged  cases, 
some  of  which  appear  to  me  to  be  strictly  analogous; 
and  by  the  declarations  and  opinions  of  the  most  emi- 
nent Judges.  And  first  as  to  the  origin  (as  far  as  it 
can  be  traced)  and  nature  of  the  respective  offices  and 
their  duties  as  connected  with  the  commission  of  the 
peace. 

My  Lords,  it  is  difficult  to  fix  with  any  precision  the 
period  when  any  of  these  offices  were  first  created.  Their 
origin  is  involved  in  obscurity;  and  if  the  attempt  to 
discover  it  eluded  the  researches  of  the  eminent  Judges, 
who  must  have  employed  many  watchful  hours  in  this 
enquiry  in  the  reign  of  William  III.  —  I  allude  to  the 
case  of  Harcourt  v.  Fox^  —  the  subsequent  lapse  of 
130  years  has  only  enveloped  the  subject  in  darker 
mystery.  That  the  office  of  custos  rotulorum  is  not  an 
immemorial  one  must  be  conceded,  because  the  com-, 
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mission  of  the  peace,  which  gave  birth  to  it,  is  within 
the  time  of  legal  memory;  but  that  it  is  a  very  ancient 
office  will  not  be  disputed.  In  what  manner  the  peace 
was  maintained  in  very  ancient  times,  and  before  the 
reign  of  Edward  III.,  whether  by  persons  under  the 
name  of  conservators ;  whether  some  of  them  (for  ex- 
ample) the  king's  justices  and  inferior  judges  and  mi-* 
nisters  of  justice,  as  sheriffs,  constables,  tithingmen, 
headboroughs,  and  the  like,  were,  ex  officio  wardens  of 
the  peace;  whether  others  were  entitled  to  hold  the 
same  office  by  tenure  or  prescription ;  whether  others 
were  elected  in  full  county  court  in  pursuance  to  a  writ 
directed  to  the  sheriff  for  that  purpose;  whether  others 
again  were  occasionally  appointed  by  a  committee  of 
the  crown ;  what  was  the  extent  of  their  authority,  and 
what  the  precise  limits  of  their  jurisdiction,  —  are  ques- 
tions which  it  might  gratify  a  spirit  of  antiquarian 
curiosity  to  investigate,  but  from  which  investigation  I 
conceive  no  clear  light  would  be  reflected  to  guide  us 
in  our  present  enquiry. 

Before  the  reign  of  Edward  llh  it  should  seem  that 
commissions  of  the  peace  were  not  confined  within  the 
limits  of  particular  counties,  nor  addressed  exclusively 
to  persons  resident  within  them :  their  authority,  how* 
ever,  was  restrained  strictly  ad  conservandam  pacetn. 

As  soon  as  ever  Edward  \\1,  ascended  the  throne, 
which  became  vacant  by  the  imprisonment,  deposal,  and 
murder  of  his  father,  the  statute  of  1  Edw.S.  c,  16.  was 
passed,  intituled,  '^who  shall  be  assigned  justices  and 
keepers  of  the  peace;"  and  containing  this  simple  enact- 
ment. ^*  Item.  —  For  the  better  keeping  and  main- 
tainance  of  the  peace,  the  king  wills,  that,  in  every 
county  good  men  and  lawful,  which  be  no  maintainers 
of  evil  nor  barrators  in  the  county,  shall  be  assigned  to 
keep  the  peace."  This  short  and  general  act  gave  very 
limited  authority  to  the  persons  to  be  appointed  under 
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it,  making  them  nothing  more  than  conservators  of  the 
peace  nominated  by  the  crown,  in  addition  to  those  who 
were  already  such  by  the  pre-existing  laws  and  usages 
of  the  realm.     Within  three  years  afterwards,  these  jus- 
tices and  keepers   of  the  peace   were   entrusted  with 
somewhat  more  enlarged  powers,  being  invested  with 
the  additional  authority  to  take  but  not  to  try  indict- 
ments.    The  statute  of  Edw.  3.  c,  2.,  after  some  regula- 
tions respecting  the  appointment  of  justices  of  assize 
and  gaol  delivery,  ordained  that  there  should   be  as- 
signed good  and  lawful  men  in  every  county  to  keep 
the  peace ;  and  the  justices  assigned  to  deliver  the  gaols 
had  power  given  them  to  deliver  the  gaols  of  those  that 
should  be  indicted  before  the  keepers  of  the  peace;  and 
sach  keepers  were  directed  for  that  purpose  to  send 
their  indictments  before  those  justices.     After  this  sta- 
tute I  find  no  material  alteration  in  their  authority  until 
the  eighteenth  of  the  same  reign,  when  they  were  to  be 
empowered  by  a  commission  from  the  crown  (if  need 
should  be)  ^*to  hear  and  determine  felonies  and  tres- 
passes," 18  Edw.  3.  c.  2.    Title — *^  Justices  of  the  peace 
shall  be  appointed,  and  their  authority."    Item,  —  *^  That 
two  or  three  of  the  best  of  reputation  in  the  counties 
shall  be  assigned  keepers  of  the  peace  by  the  king's 
commission ;  and  at  what  time  need  shall  be  the  same 
with  other  wise  and  learned  in  the  land,  shall  be  as- 
signed by  the  king^s  commission  to  hear  and  determine 
felonies  and  trespasses  done  against  the  peace  in  the 
same  county,  and  to  inflict  punishment  reasonably  ac- 
cording to  law   and   reason,  and  the  manner   of  the 
deeds."    When  in  obedience  to  this  statute  it  was  prayed 
by  tlie  Commons,  in  the  twentieth  year  of  the  same 
reign,  that  they  might  have  a  power  to  hear  and  de- 
teiinine  felonies,  it  was  answered,  that  the  king  would 
appoint  learned  persons  for  that  office. 
Vol.  VI.  F  So 
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So  in  the  twenty-first  year  of  the  same  monarch,  the 
commons  being  charged  to  advise  the  king  what  was  the 
best  way  of  keeping  the  peace  of  the  kingdom,  they  re- 
commended that  six  persons  in  every  county,  of  whom 
two  were  to  be  de  plus  graunds,  two  knights,  and  two 
men  of  the  land,  and  so  more  or  less  as  need  should 
require,  should  have  the  power  and  commission  out  of 
Chancery  to  hear  and  determine  the  keeping  of  the 
peace. 

In  conformity  with  these  petitions  and  statutes,  and 
others  which  may  be  seen  in  Cotion^s  Extracts  from 
records  in  the  Tower,  commissions  were  at  various  times 
framed,  assigning  certain  persons  to  execute  the  powers 
which  the  statutes  authorised  the  king  to  confer;  m 
which,  in  addition  to  the  general  powers  for  keeping  Ac 
peace,  a  special  charge  was  introduced  to  enforce  the 
observance  also  of  particular  statutes,  viz.,  the  statutes 
of  JVintotiy  2  Edw.  S.,  and  the  statute  of  Northampton^ 
20  Edw.  3.,  with  some  others. 

But  the  general  standing  authority  given  to  the  jus- 
tices to  hear  and  determine  felonies  and  trespasses, 
thereby  constituting  them  complete  judges  of  a  court  of 
record,  was  not  conferred  upon  them  until  the  34  Edw.S. 
c.  I.,  and  I  conceive  that  statute  gave  occasion  to  the 
commencement  of  the  office  of  custos  rotulorum,  and 
the  necessity  of  appointing  an  office  to  make  and  keep 
the  rolls  or  records  of  the  peace,  naturally  arising  out 
of  the  execution  of  this  commission,  so  much  enlai^ng 
their  jurisdiction  and  powers.  Observe  the  title  and 
language  of  the  stat  34-  Edw.  3.  c.l. :  —  "  What  sort  of 
persons  shall  be  justices  of  the  peace,  and  what  autho- 
rity they  shall  have."  The  act  states,  first,  "  In  every 
county  in  England  shall  be  assigned  for  the  keeping  of 
the  peace,  one  lord,  and  with  him  three  or  four  of  the 
most  worthy  in  the  county,  with  some  learned  in  the 
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laiidy  and  they  shall  have  power,  &c.  And  also  to  hear 
and  determine,  at  the  king's  suit,  all  manner  of  felonies 
aod  trespasses  done  in  the  same  county,  according  to 
ibe  laws  and  customs  aforesaid." 

I  have  endeavoured  to  trace  the  rise  and  progress  of 
the  growing  authority  and  jurisdiction  of  the  justices 
of  the  peace,  with  a  view  to  ascertain  whether  they  had 
power  to  hear  and  determine  felonies  and  trespasses 
imdl  the  34  Edw.  3.,  and  ccHisequently  were  a  court  of 
record  before  that  time;  because,  if  I  am  correct  in 
Aippoaing  they  had  no  such  authority,  there  was  no 
Beoeasity  for  any  such  officer  as  custos  rotulorum  or 
clerk  of  the  peace,  nor  do  I  beh'eve  either  of  them  to 
have  existed  in  iact  prior  to  that  period.  But  a  court 
of  record  being  then  organized,  and  the  justices  assem- 
bled for  the  first  time  under  the  commission  directed  by 
that  statute,  I  apprehend  it  would  of  right  belong  to 
dieai9  as  incident  to  the  administration  of  their  justice, 
having  records  which  must  be  in  their  custody,  to 
appoint  an  officer,  by  whatever  name  he  might  be  called, 
whether  derk  of  the  crown,  clerkof  the  justices,  or  clerk 
uf  the  peace,  to  assist  them  in  drawing  their  indictments, 
in  arraigning  their  prisoners,  in  joining  issues  for  the 
crown,  in  entering  their  judgments,  in  awarding  their 
process,  and  in  making  up  and  keeping  their  records. 

The  nature  of  these  duties  may  sufficiently  ac- 
count for  his  being  sometimes  called  not  only  clerk  of 
the  peace,  but  also  clerk  and  attorney  for  the  crown; 
Year  Booky  2 Hen.  7.  p.  SI.  pL  2.;  where  a  question 
arose  whether  all  the  justices  of  the  peace  ought  to  bring 
their  recognizances  to  that  justice  who  was  custos  rotu* 
l(»iim :  all  agreed  it  was  good  so  to  order  it,  and  well 
done ;  and  the  clerk  of  the  peace  at  the  sessions  is  there 
described  as  clerk  of  the  peace,  who  is  clerk  and  attorney 
for  the  advantage  of  the  king. 

In  Harcourt  v,   JFbx,   as  reported  in  4  Mod.  173., 
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and  in  Holfs  Reports^  189.,  the  Court  is  reported  to 
have  affirmed  that  the  first  beginning  of  a  custos  ro- 
tulorum  was  in  the  34th  year  of  the  reign  of  Edw.  3., 
and  that  the  reason  why  he  was  appointed  at  that 
time  was,  because  the  justices  of  the  peace  could  not 
then  agree  among  themselves  who  should  keep  the  re- 
cords; and  that  upon  application  made  to  the  king 
concerning  the  matter,  his  majesty  (to  prevent  all  dis- 
putes) appointed  a  fit  person  to  keep  them,  and  gave 
him  the  custody  of  the  records  in  every  county.  But, 
my  lords,  from  very  careful  perusal  of  what  may  per- 
haps be  considered  as  a  more  full  and  accurate  report 
of  the  same  case  in  1  Showery  where  the  opinions  of  the 
judges  are  reported  seriatim^  I  do  not  collect  with  cer- 
tainty that  the  custos  rotulorum  was  nominated  by  the 
crown  so  early  as  in  the  34th  year  of  the  reign  of  Edw.  S. 
'Lord  Hoh  indeed  observes,  ^<That  that  statute  gave  oc- 
casion to  the  commencement  of  the  office  of  custos  rotu- 
lorum ;  for  the  justices  being  judges  of  record,  the  records 
of  that  court  must  be  in  their  custody.  But  as  it  might 
be  inconvenient  that  the  records  should  be  dispersed 
amongst  them  promiscuously,  and  not  kept  together  in 
one  hand,  it  was  in  the  power  of  the  crown  to  appoint  a 
particular  person  to  have  the  custody  and  charge  of 
them."  Such  is  the  language  ascribed  to  Lord  HoU 
by  the  report  in  Shower;  but  at  what  precise  period  of 
time  the  king  first  exercised  that  power,  whether  on  the 
issuing  of  the  first  commission  after  the  34  Edw.  3., 
or  in  consequence  of  the  supposed  disagreement  stated 
to  have  arisen  amongst  the  justices  themselves,  does  not 
distinctly  appear  in  the  judgments  of  any  of  the  judges, 
and  I  incline  to  the  opinion  that  it  was  not  until  a  later 
period. 

To  hazard  any  conjectures  on  the  subject  is  (to  adopt 
the  phrase  used  in  the  argument  of  Harcourt  v.  JFbar, 
ambulare  in  tenebris ;  but  whatever  cloud  may  obscure 
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this  eDquiry,  my  researches  have  led  me  to  conclude, 
that  in  a  short  succession  of  years  subsequent  to  the 
34  Edw.  S.  the  king  introduced  the  clause  now  found  in 
every  commission  of  the  peace,  containing  a  special  de- 
signation of  the  custos  rotulorum  by  name.  This  fact 
is  manifested  from  several  passages  in  Lambard^  who, 
b  page  40.  of  his  valuable  work,  says,  "That  the 
earliest  commission  extant,  expressly  appointing  by 
name  the  individual  to  whom  the  custody  of  the  records 
of  the  peace  was  committed  by  the  crown,  was  in  the 
fourteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  Richard  II.**  In  men- 
tioniiig  the  alterations  made  in  the  terms  of  the  com- 
mission of  the  peace,  he  adds,  "  And  Stephen  Beteman 
was  then  the  first  for  Kent^  to  whom  the  credit  of  the 
records  of  the  peace  was  thereby  committed,  which 
officer  is  now  since  then  called  the  custos  rotulorum ;  all 
which  matters  you  may  find  in  the  records,  28th  of 
Jhme^  14  A  2.  part  2.  membrana  35." 

From  whence  I  infer,  that  although  during  the  in- 
terval between  the  34  Edw.  3.  and  the  14  R.  2.,  com- 
prising a  period  of  about  thirty  years,  the  justices  gene- 
rally had  the  custody  of  the  records,  and,  as  incident 
to  that  custody,  the  appointment  of  any  ministerial 
officer  to  assist  them  in  that  duty  (by  whatever  name  he 
might  be  called) ;  yet  when,  in  progress  of  time,  whether 
from  differences  arising  between  the  justices  themselves, 
or  from  any  other  cause,  the  crown  appointed  the  custos 
rotulorum  by  name  (a  course  of  proceeding,  which, 
according  to  Lambardy  obtained  from  the  14  Rich.  2.), 
that  appointment,  in  my  judgment,  drew  after  it  as  in- 
cklental  to  it  the  nomination  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace, 
by  reason  of  his  possession  and  custody  of  the  records. 
It  is  true,  there  is  no  mention  of  clerk  of  the  peace  by 
that  precise  name  until  some  time  after  the  statute 
12  Rich.  2.  c.  10.,  which  recognizes  an  officer  as  minis- 
terial to  the  justices  in  the  discharge  of  their  duties  at 
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the  sessions,  under  the  denomination  of  their  clerk. 
The  clause  to  which  I  refer  is  that  which  directs  that 
every  of  the  said  justices  shall  take  for  their  wages  four 
shillings  the  day,  for  the  time  of  their  sessions,  and 
their  clerks  two  shillings;  but  I  conceive  there  is  nothing 
in  that  statute  to  negative  the  presumption  that  the 
officer  therein  described  as  clerk  of  the  justices  was,  in 
fact,  clerk  of  the  peace  ;  because,  whether  called  clerk  of 
the  justices  of  the  peace,  or,  by  abbreviating  the  ex* 
pression,  derk  of  the  peace,  the  same  individual  officer 
performing  the  same  duties,  is  clearly  designated. 

Indeed,  in  the  thirteenth  year  of  the  reign  of  Hen.  IV., 
the  reign  immediatdy  succeeding  that  of  Bickard  II., 
and  within  twenty  years  of  the  period  of  time  when  the 
crown  had  introduced  into  the  commission  of  the  peace 
the  name  of  an  individual  justice  as  the  keeper  of  the 
rolls,  I  find  the  clerk  of  the  peace  described  in  the  year- 
books 13  //.  4.  p.  10.  pL  90.  as  cleric  of  the  sessions 
of  the  peace ;  for  it  is  there  stated,  that  at  a  gaol  deli- 
very in  the  castle  of  Sarumj  one  of  the  justices,  Hcnokes^ 
addressing  himself  to  Horn,  who  was  clerk  of  the  ses- 
sions of  the  peace,  directed  him  to  take  down  the  name 
of  the  prisoner  who  was  not  then  indicted,  that  he 
might  be  enquired  of  at  the  next  sessions  of  the  peace. 

I  now,  my  Lords,  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the 
question,  Whether  there  be  not  on  the  rolls  of  parlia- 
ment a  direct  legislative  recognition  of  the  right  of  the 
custos  to  appoint  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  and  beg  leave 
to  refer  to  the  statute  37  H^S. 

In  my  humble  judgment,  the  language  of  the  statute 
is  plainly  declaratory  of  the  right  of  the  custos  by  law 
to  appoint  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace ;  nor  can  I 
conceive  that  the  law-officers  of  the  crown,  whose  duty 
it  was  to  protect  the  rights  and  interests  of  his  majesty, 
would  have  permitted  such  a  preamble  to  have  stwied 
the  rolls  of  parliament,  unless  they  had  regarded  the 
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recent  grants  by  his  bighness's  letters-patent  of  tbe  clerk- 
sbip  of  tbe  peace  as  an  encroachment  and  usurpation 
upon  tbe  ancient  legitimate  right  of  the  custos  to  ap- 
point by  virtue  of  his  office.  The  immediate  occasion 
of  passiDg  that  statute  will  appear  from  the  language  of 
tbe  preamble: — ^^  Whereas  before  this  time  the  Lord 
CbaDodlor,  by  reason  of  his  office,  (hath)  had  the  no- 
minatiotn  and  appointment  of  custos;  and  that  in  like 
manner  (that  is,  by  reason  of  his  office  and  incident 
thereto)  all  and  every  person  which  had  and  enjoyed 
the  said  office  of  custos,  hath  had  until  now  of  late  tbe 
nomiuatiou  and  appouitment  of  clerk  of  the  peace;" 
then  it  goes  on  to  recite  the  mischie&  resulting  from 
tbe  Domination  of  persons  not  sufficiently  learned  to 
exercise  tbe  said  offices^  by  reason  whereof  indictments 
far  fekiny  and  murder,  and  other  offi^nces  and  misde- 
meanorsy  and  the  process  awarded  upon  them  have  not 
only  been  frustrate  and  void,  sometimes  by  negligent 
engrossing,  by  the  embezzling  or  rasure  of  the  same 
indictments,  but  also  sundry  bargains  and  sales  have 
also  been  void  for  lack  of  sufficient  enrolment  of  the 
same. 

Some  of  tbe  duties  of  custos  rotulorum  are  here 
enumerated;  viz.  the  drawing  of  the  indictments  for 
feknies  and  other  offences ;  the  keeping  of  them,  and 
the  awarding  of  process  upon  the  same ;  and  the  enrol- 
ment of  bargains  and  sales.  That  these  duties  extend . 
as  well  to  tbe  proper  making  as  to  the  keeping  of  the 
records  cannot  be  disputed ;  for  if  the  naked  custody  of 
them,  without  regard  to  their  due  entry  and  enrolment, 
were  tbe  only  office  required  from  the  custos  or  his 
agent,  tbe  lack  of  sufficient  knowledge  could  not  have 
been  urged  as  the  mischief  which  called  for  a  remedy* 
From  this  act,  therefore,  I  conceive  the  inference  almost 
irresistible,  that  the  clerk  of  the  peace  had  at  all  times 
until  recently,  before  the  passing  of  it^  been  appointed 
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by  the  keeper  of  the  records.  In  this  opinion  I  am 
fortified  by  great  authorities.  Lambardj  in  commenting 
upon  this  statute,  p.  S78.,  after  observing  that  the  no- 
mination and  appointment  of  clerk  of  the  peace  had 
long  time  belonged  to  the  custos  rotulorum,  adds, — 
^*  And  this  oEBce  was  also  for  a  time  given  by  the  king^s 
letters-patent  for  the  term  of  life,  as  that  of  the  custos 
was,  until  the  second  stat.  of  37jFf.  8.  c.  1.  recontinued 
the  ancient  order  of  giving  it  by  the  custos  rotulorum 
only." 

Is  it  possible  for  language  to  express  in  terms  more 
clear,  appropriate,  and  forcible,  the  opinion  entertained 
by  this  author,  that  this  act  was  declaratory  of  the  le- 
gitimate right  of  the  custos  to  appoint,  and  of  his  sense 
of  the  usurpation  of  the  crown  ?  Eyres  J.,  in  the  case 
of  Harcourt  v.  Foxy  as  reported  in  1  Shaw.  518.,  in 
discussing  the  several  provisions  of  the  statute  37  H.  8.9 
expresses  his  opinion  that  it  must  be  regarded  as  a  de- 
claratory law.  He  expresses  himself  in  these  terms:  — 
^*  From  all  which  parts  of  this  act  so  penned,  I  think 
it  must  be  obvious  to  every  man's  understanding,  that 
this  act  was  but  declarative  of  what  the  law  was  be- 
fore the  making  of  the  act.''  Nor  does  it  appear  to 
me  that  the  argument  of  its  being  a  declaratory  law  is 
at  all  weakened,  or  the  right  of  the  custos  to  appoint  the 
clerk  of  the  peace  in  any  manner  impugned,  by  the  fourth 
or  fifth  sections  of  the  act ; — the  first  of  which  continued 
and  confirmed  all  such  as  (being  found  when  the  act 
passed,  in  the  actual  possession  of  those  offices,)  had 
derived  their  titles  to  them  under  any  letters-patent  or 
commission  from  the  crown ;  and  the  last  of  which,  the 
fifth  section,  reserved  to  the  Archbishop  of  York^  the 
Bishop  of  Durham,  the  Bishop  of  Ely,  and  every  of  their 
successors,  the  exercise  of  the  same  rights  which  they 
had  been  accustomed  to  enjoy. 

The  fourth  section,  my  Lords,  I  think,  can  be  re- 
garded 
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garded  only  as  the  confirmation  of  a  suspicious  and 
doubtful  title.  For  if  the  king^s  right  to  appoint  had 
been  clear  and  unquestionable^  where  was  the  necessity 
of  a  special  enactment  to  establish  it?  Nor  does  the 
Tiew  which  I  have  taken  of  the  character  of  this  monarch 
induce  me  to  conclude  that  he  would  have  condescended 
to  compromise  an  acknowledged  right  in  the  crown  upon 
the  terms  of  continuing  the  then  present  possessors  in 
office  for  the  period  of  their  lives.  As  to  the  fifth  sec- 
tioU)  I  am  not  aware  that  any  argument  has  been 
founded  upon  the  construction  of  this  clause  unfavour- 
able to  the  right  of  the  custos.  Those  jurisdictions  are 
qMcially  excepted  from  the  general  provisions  of  the 
act.  They  may  or  may  not  have  originated  in  similar 
usurpations,  and  it  may  have  been  thought  exjiedient  to 
confirm  the  Archbishop  of  York,  the  Bishop  of  Durham^ 
and  the  Bbhop  of  Eh/,  and  their  successors  in  the  ex- 
ercise of  all  the  liberties  and  authorities,  according  as 
thqr  had  enjoyed  the  same  by  the  seal  of  a  parliamentary 
enactment 

My  Lords,  I  cannot  close  my  observations  on  this 
statute  without  remarking,  that  although  the  reign  of 
Hetay  VIIL  has  been  considered  as  a  very  distinguished 
era  in  the  annals  of  our  judicial  history,  yet  the  royal 
prerogative  was  then  strained,  more  particularly  in  his 
latter  years,  to  a  very  tyrannical  height,  and  its  en* 
croachments  sanctioned  (to  use  the  language  of  the 
d^ant  commentator  on  the  laws  of  England)  by  those 
pusillanimous  parliaments,  one  of  which,  to  its  eternal 
disgrace,  passed  a  statute,  whereby  it  was  enacted  that 
the  king^s  proclamations  should  have  the  force  of  law. 

I  now  propose  to  shew  by  cases  strictly  analogous, 
and  by  the  opinions  and  judgments  of  the  most  eminent 
lawyers  formed  after  much  consideration,  that  the  ap- 
pointments of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  may  properly  be 
regarded  by  law  as  incident  to  the  office  of  custos.     Mr. 
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Ja8ticeGr^gor)/^in  Harcourt  v.  Fox^  1  Shower,  52S.  say^ 
^*  I  do  not  see  but  that  the  clerk  of  the  peace  being  aa 
officer  relating  to  the  execution  of  the  law,  his  office 
must  be  governed  by  those  rules  which  govern  other 
offices  of  the  like  nature/'  I  would,  therefore,  adopt  this, 
mode  of  illustrating  the  subject,  and  refer  to  the  seveiial 
offices  of  clerk  of  assize,  of  the  shire  clerk  in  the  county 
court  of  the  sheriff,  of  the  esdgenter  of  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas,  and  the  clerk  of  the  pleas  in  the  Court 
of  King^s  Bench.  I  would  apply  the  reasoning  by  which 
the  right  to  appoint  to  those  offices  was  sustained,  and 
the  principle  to  be  extracted  from  them,  namely,  that 
law  and  reason  require  that  the  custos  should  appoint, 
to  the  question  I  am  called  to  answer. 

To  tak€  first  the  office  of  clerk  of  assize ;  it  is  difficult 
to  conceive  two  c^ces  bearing  a  stronger  resemblanoe  t» 
each  other  than  that  of  clerk  of  assize  and  clerk  of  the 
peace.  The  relation  of  clerk  of  the  peace  to  the  justices  at 
sessions,  is  precisely  the  relation  of  clerk  of  assize  to  the 
justices  of  assize :  they  are  the  very  indenture  and  coun- 
terpart, formed  upon  the  same  model,  created  by  the 
same  necessity,  and  discharging  the  same  duties.  By 
whom  is  the  clerk  of  assize  appointed  ?  By  the  justices 
of  assize.  If  it  be  said  that  the  justices  of  assize  derived 
their  right  to  appoint  from  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
of  Westminster,  which  transferred  it  to  them  from  the 
crown,  I  would  answer  that  their  right  is  laid  in  a 
deeper  foundation,  not  in  the  statute,  but  in  the  common 
law.  For,  according  to  my  Lord  Coke,  there  exists  a 
common  law  principle,  which,  without  intrenching  upon 
the  prerogative  of  the  crown,  gives  to  the  justices  of  a 
court  the  right  of  appointing  such  officers  as  are  necessary 
auxiliaries  to  them  in  the  discharge  of  their  judicial  funo- 
tions,  and  for  whose  qualifications  and  fidelity  they  are 
responsible.  This  principle  is  directly  recognised  by 
Lord  Coke  in  his  Commentary  upon  the  statute  of  West- 
minster 
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minster  2.,  from  which,  according  to  his  opinion^  the 
judges  of  assize  had  exercised  this  right  long  before  the 
existence  of  that  statute.  *'  Habeant  de  csetero  omnes 
justiciarii  de  bancis  in  itineribus  sub  clericos  irrotu- 
kntes  omnia  pkcita  coram  eis  placitata,  sicut  antiquitus 
habere  consueverint"  Statute  of  Weshninster  2d,  c.  SO. 
2lnsi.4r25.  <*  Hereby  it  appeareth  that  the  justices 
of  courts  (generally)  did  ever  appoint  their  clerks; 
as  here  it  is  put,  for  example,  that  the  justices  of  the 
benches  in  their  circuits  had  clerks  that  enrolled  all 
pleas  pleaded  in  them,  as  anciently  they  used  to  have, 
!•  €•  by  the  common  law."  In  the  next  passage  he  re- 
iterates and  confirms  the  same  position,  that  this  branch 
of  the  statute  declareth  it  to  belong  to  the  justices,  and 
that  they  had  enjoyed  the  same  of  ancient  time,  i.  e.  by 
common  law.  Here,  then,  is  a  studious  disclaimer  of 
the  statute  of  Westminster^  as  being  the  origin  of  the 
fighty  and  an  anxie^  manifested  to  prevent  any  miscon- 
ception of  his  clear  opinion,  that  the  appointment  did 
of  right  belong,  and  was  incident  to  the  common  law. 
His  reasons  for  this  opinion  appear  to  me  conclusive^ 
and  his  authorities  incontrovertible:  ^^and  the  reason 
thereof  is  twofold :  First,  the  law  doth  ever  appoint  those 
who  have  the  greatest  knowledge  and  skill;"  secondly, 
be  says  that  the  officers  and  clerks  are  but  to  enter, 
enrol,  or  effect  that  which  the  justices  adjudge,  award, 
or  order,  the  insufficient  doing  whereof  maketh  the  pro^ 
oeeding  erroneous;  therefore  the  law  (as  it  here  ap- 
peareth) did  appropriate  to  the  justices  the  making  of 
their  own  clerks  and  officers,  and  so  to  proceed  judi* 
Gially  by  their  own  instruments ;  and  this  was  the  com- 
mon law. 

**  The  king  cannot  grant  the  office  of  clerk  of  the 
shire  or  county  clerk,  (who  is  to  enter  judgments  and 
proceedings  in  the  county  couit),  for  that  the  making 
of  the  shire  clerk  belongeth  to  the  sherifiT,  of  the  common 

law; 


1829. 


Harding 
ti. 

POLLOOL 


76 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM,  etc. 


1829. 

ft • 

Harding 

V, 

Pollock. 


law ;  as  in  Mitton^s  case,  it  appeareth»  et  sic  de  cateris^*^ 
^  Rep.  31.  It  appears  that  Queen  Elizabeth  by  patent 
granted  the  office  of  county  clerk  to  Mitton  for  life,  and 
afterwards  constituted  Arthur  Hopton,  sheriff  o(  Somerseff 
who  interrupted  Mittofij  claiming  the  appointment  as 
incident  to  his  office  of  sheriff,  and  thereupon  appointed 
a  clerk  himself  of  the  county  court.  For  Mitton  it  was 
argued  the  grant  was  good,  because  the  county  court 
was  the  queen's  court,  and  that  the  queen  might,  in  her 
own  court,  appoint  a  clerk  to  enter  the  judgments  and 
proceedings.  Secondly,  that  A.  H.^  who  was  made 
sheriff  after  the  patent,  could  not  avoid  it,  for  the  sheriff 
held  his  office  only  at  the  will  of  the  queen,  who  might 
determine  it  at  her  pleasure,  and  the  queen  had  granted 
it  to  Mitton  for  life.  Thirdly,  precedents  were  shewn, 
by  which  it  appeared  that  such  offices  had  been  granted 
by  King  Henry  VIII. 

It  was  resolved  by  the  two  Chief  Justices  and  all 
the  Judges,  nutto  corUradicente  aut  reluctante^  that  the 
patent  was  void  in  law ;  that  the  office  of  sheriff  was 
an  ancient  office,  before  the  conquest,  of  great  trust 
and  authority;  and  although  the  king  appointed  tbe 
sheriff  durante  bene  plncitOj  yet  he  could  not  determine 
in  part,  nor  abridge  him  of  any  thing  incident  or 
appurtenant  to  his  office.  Resolved  that  the  coun^ 
court,  and  the  entering  of  all  proceedings  in  it,  are  in- 
ddental  to  the  office  of  sheriff,  and  therefore  cannot  be 
divided  from  it.  And  Scrog^s  case,  2  Eliz.j  was  cited. 
The  exigenter's  case  was  referred  to  in  Dya\  1 16.  as  to 
the  third  objection. 

But  for  general  answer  to  all  objections,  it  was  observed 
that  great  inconvenience  would  ensue  to  sheriffs,  who 
are  great  and  ancient  officers  and  ministers  of  justice,  if 
such  grants  are  valid.  For  that  as  well  the  entry  of  all 
proceedings  in  the  same  court,  as  the  custody  of  the 
etitties  and  rolls  thereof,  do  belong  to  the  office  of  sheriff ; 
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and  if  the  record  be  embezzled,  the  sheriff  shall  answer 
for  it;  and  therefore  it  would  be  full  of  danger  and 
damage  to  sheriffs  if  others  should  be  appointed  to  keep 
the  entries  and  rolls  of  the  county  court,  and  yet  the 
sheriff  should  answer  for  them ;  and  therefore  the 
sheriff  shall  appoint  clerks  under  him  in  his  county 
court,  for  whom  he  shall  answer  at  his  peril.  And  law 
and  reason  require  that  the  sheriff,  who  is  a  public 
officer  and  minister  of  justice,  and  who  has  an  office  of 
such  eminence,  confidence,  peril,  and  charge,  ought  to 
have  all  right  appertaining  to  his  office,  and  to  be 
favoured  in  law.  This  is  illustrated  by  the  case  of  Gaok, 
the  custody  of  which  of  right  belongs,  and  is  incident  to, 
the  office  of  sherifi^  who  mu^t  answer  for  excesses. 

MittofCs  case  recognizes,  and  was  decided  upon  prin- 
ciples direcdy  applicable  to  the  case  of  the  custos  rotu- 
lorum ;  for  it  does  not  appear,  either  from  the  argument 
of  counsel  or  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  that  the 
right  of  the  sheriii^  although  a  very  ancient  officer 
existing  before  the  conquest,  was  founded  on  pre- 
scription, but  on  the  fact  of  his  being  the  actual  keeper 
of  the  rolls  and  entries  of  the  Court  for  which  he  was 
responsible  ;  and  when  it  is  remembered  that  the 
sheriff  exercised  a  criminal  jurisdiction,  the  sheriff's 
derk  might  with  propriety  be  considered  as  much  the 
attorney-general  of  the  king  in  joining  issues  for  the 
crown  as  the  clerk  of  the  peace. 

In  addition  to  those  cases  of  the  clerk  of  assize  and 
the  clerk  of  the  sheriff's  court,  which  appear  to  be 
strictly  analogous,  I  would  mention  the  exigenier^s  case, 
Scraggs  V.  Coleshill,  for  the  principle  on  which  it  was 
decided;  viz,  that  the  title  of  Coleshill  was  null,  and 
that  the  gift  of  the  office  at  no  time  belonged  to  the 
queen,  but  was  at  the  disposal  of  the  Chief  Justice  for  the 
time  being,  as  an  inseparable  incident  belonging  to  him, 
and  this  by  reason  of  prescription  and  usage.     In  1558, 
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Que^i  Marrf^  during  the  vacancy  of  the  office  of  exigenlcr 
and  of  Chief  Justice  of  the  Common  Bench,  granted  ifae 
exigenter's  office  by  patent  to  CdeshUl :  she  afterwards, 
by  patent  of  same  date,  granted  the  office  of  Chief  Jus- 
tice to  Broaonej  who  refused  to  admit  ColeshiU^  and  ap- 
pointed Scrcggs.  Sir  Nicholas  Bacon  was  commanded 
by  the  queen  to  examine  the  right  and  title  of  ColeshiU, 
and  to  report.  He  convened  all  the  Judges  of  the 
Queen's  Bench — Saunders^  Chief  Baron,  and  Gerard^ 
Altorney-G^ieral,  and  Carili  attorney  of  the  duchy 
(all  the  judges  of  the  Common  Pleas  excluded)  —  who 
took  a  clear  resolution  that  the  title  of  Coleshill  was  nnllf 
and  that  the  gift  of  the  office  at  no  time  belonged  to  the 
queen,  but  was  at  the  disposal  of  the  Chief  JusCioe  for 
the  time  being,  as  an  inseparable  incident  belonging  to 
the  said  Chief  Justice;  and  this  by  reason  of  prescrip- 
tion  and  usage.  £^er,  after  describing  the  words  of 
the  statute  of  Westminster  2d,  habeant  de  asptero  omnia 
pUtdta  coram  eis^  concludes  with  these  words :  ^  and 
so  it  seems  in  reason  that  the  justices  were  before  the 
.derks,  and  made  clerks  at  their  pleasure.'' 

To  this  may  be  added,  also,  the  case  of  Bridgnum  and 
HdUi  in  Shower* s  Parliamentary  Cases,  111.,  where  the 
question  was.  Whether  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  pleas  in 
King's  Bench  was  grantable  by  the  crown,  or  belonged 
to  the  Chief  Justice,  and  was  grantable  by  him  ?  This 
officer  was  to  enrol  pleas  between  party  and  party  only, 
having  nothing  to  do  with  any  pleas  of  the  crown. 
All  the  rolls  and  records  in  this  office  were  in  the 
custody  of  the  Chief  Justice.  AH  writs  to  certify  and 
remove  the  records  were  directed  to  the  Chief  Justice. 
From  the  nature  of  the  employment,  it  was  insisted, 
that  in  truth  he  was  but  the  Chief  Justice's  clerk;  and, 
further,  it  was  shewn  that  for  235  years,  the  office  when 
void  had  been  granted  by  the  Chief  Justice^  and  ei^yed 
accordingly  under  such  grants.     And  tliat  in  those 
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Urants  were  introduced  these  words,  after  the  mention 
of  the  surrender  to  the  Chief  Justice : — ^^  To  whom  of 
light  it  doth  belong  to  grant  that  office  whensoever  it 
dwll  be  Toid."  This  declaration  by  the  party  claiming 
to  appoint  is  weak  when  compared  with  the  strong 
legislative  recital  of  the  right  of  the  custos  to  appoint  in 
the  preamble  of  the  statute  of  S7  H.  8. 

In  addition  to  these  authorities,  the  case  of  Harcourt 
▼•  Fox^  to  which  I  already  have  had  frequent  occasion 
to  refer,  should  never  be  lost  sight  of.  It  is  true,  the 
fiestion  there  to  be  decided  was.  Whether,  upon  the 
constnidion  of  the  several  acts  of  87  H.  8.  and  the  .first 
of  Wittutm  and  Mary^  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace 
^termined  by  the  death  or  removal  of  the  custos ;  or 
Whether,  being  appointed,  he  did  not  acquire  under  the 
statutes  an  interest  quamdiu  se  bene  gesserit. 

In  the  ded&ion  of  that  question,  which  arose  within 
five  years  after  the  passing  of  the  act»  it  became  an 
esKntial  part  of  the  enquiry  to  ascertain  the  origin  and 
oatare  of  the  respective  offices  of  custos  rotulorum  and 
derk  of  the  peace.  I  cannot,  therefore,  consider  the 
opinions  delivered  by  Lord  HoUi  and  the  other  Judges 
xxfosk  this  branch  of  the  subject  as  obiter  and  extrajudi- 
dal  dicta,  but  bearing  pertinently  and  directly  on  the 
point.  And  although  it  was  insinuated  that  Lord  HMs 
mind  bad  insensibly  contracted  a  bias  from  his  connec* 
tion  with  one  of  the  litigant  parties  in  another  cause 
unfinrourable  to  the  pure  administration  of  justice,  yet 
I  am  persuaded  that  his  spodess  integrity  and  high 
judicial  character  with  the  present  age  and  with  posterity 
will  afTord  him  an  ample  shield  against  so  severe  and 
undeserved  an  imputation. 

The  case  of  Saunders  v.  Owen  followed  soon  after- 
wards, which  establishes  the  same  principles,  according 
to  the  report  of  it  in  Salkeld,  467.     The  Court  held 
that  it  always  belonged  to  the  custos  rotulorum  to  nomi- 
nate 
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nate  the  clerk  of  the  peace,  but  that  he  was  removable 
whenever  the  custos  was  removed  or  changed;  and, 
moreover,  that  he  was  removable  at  the  will  of  the 
custos  until  37  Hen.  8.,  which  continued  him  in  office 
quomque  the  custos  continued,  so  that  he  demeaned  him- 
self in  his  said  office  justly  and  honestly. 

The  point  there  for  decision  was,  whether  the  no- 
mination by  parol  was  sufficient,  or  whether  it  required 
an  appointment  by  deed.  But  I  am  not  aware,  al- 
though the  same  case  is  more  fully  reported  by  Lord 
Raymond^  tliat  there  was  any  dissatisfaction  expressed 
at  the  decision  of  Lord  HoU  in  Harcottrt  v.  Fox^  after- 
wards affirmed  in  the  House  of  Lords ;  and  under  these 
circumstances,  my  Lords,  after  a  careful  examination  of 
the  origin  (as  &r  as  I  have  been  able  to  trace  it)  of  the 
respective  offices  of  custos  rotulorum  and  clerk  of  the 
peace,  and  of  their  duties,  as  arising  out  of  and  con- 
nected with  the  commission  of  the  peace;  from  the 
legislative  declaration  and  recognition  of  the  right  of 
the  custos  rotulorum  to  appoint,  which,  as  it  appears  to 
me,  is  to  l)e  found  on  the  rolls  of  parliament,  statute 
37  Hen.  S.;  and  from  the  accumulated  weight  and 
authority  of  the  cases  to  which  I  have  referred  as 
analogous,  and  the  principles  to  be  extracted  from  them, 
my  mind  (with  great  deference  to  the  opinion  of  others 
from  whom  it  may  be  my  misfortune  to  differ)  has  arrived 
at  the  conclusion  that  the  appointment  of  the  office  of 
the  clerk  of  the  peace  within  the  shires  of  England  did 
by  law,  previously  to  the  passing  of  the  act  of  37  Hen.  8., 
belong  of  right  to  the  custos  rotulorum  of  the  shire  by 
virtue  of  his  said  office. 

My  Lords,  to  the  second  question  propounded  by 
your  Lordships,  Whether  the  appointment  to  the  office 
of  clerk  of  the  peace  within  the  shires  of  Ireland. did  by 
law,  in  and  previously  to  the  year  1800,  belong  of  right 
to  the  crown  or  to  the  custos  rotulorum  of  the  shire  by 
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virtue  of  his  said  office,  or  to  any  and  what  other 
person  or  persons  ?  I  answer,  that  I  conceive  it  to  have 
belonged  of  right  to  the  custos  rotulorum  of  the  shire  by 
virtue  of  his  office.  Your  Lordships .  are  aware  that  as 
eariy  as  the  reign  of  King  Johrij  a  regular  code  or 
charter  of  English  laws  was  granted  by  that  monarch 
about  the  twelfth  year  of  his  reign,  and  deposited  in  the 
Exchequer  of  Dublin^  under  the  king's  seal,  for  the 
common  bene6t  of  the  land  (as  the  public  records 
express  it),  that  is,  for  the  common  benefit  of  all  who 
should  acknowledge  allegiance  to  the  crown.  And  for 
the  regular  and  effectual  execution  of  those  laws,  the 
king^s  four  courts  of  judicature  were  established  upon 
the  model  of  the  four  superior  courts  in  England^  and  a 
new  and  more  ample  division  was  then  made  of  the 
king's  lands  of  Ireland  into  counties,  in  which  sheri£& 
and  other  officers  were  appointed,  in  accordance  with 
the  system  of  government  prevailing  in  England.  If 
then  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  was  incident  to  the 
office  of  custos  rotulorum  in  England ^  it  seems  to  me 
to  follow  as  a  necessary  natural  consequence  that  the 
same  rule  must  hold  in  Ireland^  the  nature  of  those 
several  offices,  and  the  duties  required  in  relation  to 
them,  being  the  same  in  both  countries.  The  various 
Mik  acts  of  parliament  referred  to,  13  &  14  6.  3. 
c.  26.,  23  &  24  G.  3.  c.  39,  40.,  35  G.  3.  c.  29.,  36  G.  3. 
c.  25.,  40  G*  3.  c.  80.,  directing  documents  to  be  de- 
posited by  the  clerks  of  the  peace  among  the  records 
of  their  respective  counties,  and  requiring  them  to  give 
attested  copies,  appear  to  me  strong  legislative  recog- 
nitions that  the  appointment  of  the  office  of  clerk  of  the 
peace  in  Ireland  is  incidental  to  the  office  of  custos. 
The  act  passed  so  recently  as  1  G.  4.  c.  27.,  which  gives 
the  clerk  of  the  peace  right  to  hold  the  office  quamdiu  se 
bene  gesseritf  shews  that  before  that  time  the  appoint- 
ment of  clerk  of  the  peace  was  determined  by  the  death 
Vol.  VI.  G  or 
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or  removal  of  the  custos  who  appointed,  and  therefore 
furnishes  a  strong  inference  that  the  appointment  of 
clerk  of  the  peace  in  Ireland  was  by  law  incident  to  the 
office  of  custos  before  the  Union. 

By  the  cases  also  which  have  been  decided  in  Ireland^ 
of  The  King  v.  Fergusson  and  2*he  King  v.  Seoemey  and 
FalJcinerj  this  seems  to  have  been  received,  declared, 
and  acted  upon,  as  the  law  of  that  country. 

To  the  third  question,  whether  the  right  to  appoint 
to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace  within  the  Kin^s 
County  in  Ireland^  did,  by  law,  in  and  previously  to  the 
year  1800,  belong  to  the  crown  or  the  custos  rotulorum 
of  the  said  shire,  by  virtue  of  his  said  office,  or  to  any  . 
and  what  other  person  or  persons ;  I  also  answer  that 
the  right  to  appoint  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  peace 
within  the  Kin^s  County  in  Ireland^  did,  by  law,  in  and 
previously  to  the  year  1800,  belong  to  the  custos  rotu- 
lorum of  the  said  shire,  by  virtue  of  his  said  office. 

The  frame  of  this  question,  has  not  failed  to  draw  my 
attention  to  the  consideration  of  any  distinction  which 
the  historical  fact,  that  the  Kin^s  County  was  not  formed 
into  a  county  until  the  third  and  fourth  year  of  the  reign 
of  Philip  and  Mary^  in  the  year  1556,  might  naturally 
suggest. 

I  do  not,  however,  apprehend  that  this  circumstance 
can  in  any  manner  vary  the  question,  having  taken  oc- 
casion to  state  in  the  most  distinct  and  unqualified  terms, 
that  neither  in  England  nor  in  Ireland  can  the  right  of 
the  custos  to  nominate  the  clerk  of  the  peace  be  main- 
tained upon  the  ground  of  prescription,  the  office  of 
custos  rotulorum  and  of  clerk  of  the  peace  in  both 
countries,  and  the  very  county  also  in  Ireland  to  which 
this  question  more  directly  applies,  being  each  and  every 
of  them  created  and  existing  only  within  the  time  of 
legal  memory. 

But  the  moment  in  which  the  King's  County  became 
a  county,  however  recent  its  formation,  I  conceive  that 
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the  right  to  appoint  a  clerk  of  the  peace,  upon  the  prin- 
ciple and  for  the  reasons  I  have  before  stated,  as  appli- 
cable to  England^  became  eo  instanti  indispensably  in- 
cident to  the  office  of  custos  rotulorum  in  Ireland^  there 
being  no  provisions  in  the  statute  of  Philip  and  Mary  to 
alter  the  law  in  this  respect. 

Being  formed  upon  the  model  of  other  counties,  with 
similar  officers,  such  as  custos  rotulorum,  sheriffs,  &c., 
their  appointment  would  be  regulated  and  controlled  by 
the  same  laws  which  prevailed  in  the  government  of 
those  counties. 

When  in  the  reign  of  Henry  VIII.  the  shire  of  Mon- 
mouth  was  created  by  a  severance  and  division  of  the 
lordships  and  marches  within  the  country  or  dominion 
of*  WaleSj  and  by  an  union  and  annexation  of  certain 
portions  of  them  thenceforth  by  legislative  enactment, 
became  part  and  member  of  the  new  shire  of  Monmouth^ 
with  a  custos,  sheriff,  and  other  officers,  I  conceive  that  to 
the  sheriff  belonged  the  right  of  appointing  the  shire  clerk 
of  the  county  court,  and  to  the  custos  rotulorum  the 
right  of  appointing  the  clerk  of  the  peace  as  incident  to 
his  office,  in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  most  ancient 
counties  in  this  realm. 

Conceiving,  therefore,  the  decision  of  this  last  ques- 
tion to  depend  upon  the  same  principles  in  the  ex- 
planation and  development  of  which  I  fear  that  I  have 
drawn  but  too  largely  upon  your  Lordships'  patient 
attention  in  my  discussing  the  merits  of  the  first  ques- 
tion, I  conclude  with  expressing  my  humble  opinion 
that  the  right  to  appoint  to  the  office  of  clerk  of  the 
peace  within  the  King^s  County  in  Ireland^  did,  by  law, 
in  and  previously  to  the  year  1800,  belong  to  the  custos 
rotulorum  of  the  said  shire,  by  virtue  of  his  said  office. 

The  other  judges  concurred  in  the  opinions  delivered 
by  Littledale  J.,  Gaselee  J.,  and  Vaiighan  B.,  and  upon  a 
subsequent  day  judgment  was  given  as  follows  by  the 
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Lord  Chancellor.  My  Lords,  there  is  a  case  of 
Harding  v.  Pollock^  which  is  a  writ  of  error  from  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Ireland.  The  question 
relates  to  the  appointment  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace  in 
the  Kin^s  County  in  Ireland.  It  was  contended  on  the 
one  side,  that  the  appointment  of  the  clerk  of  the  peace 
of  the  Kin^s  County  in  Ireland  was  in  the  crown ;  on 
the  other  hand  it  was  contended,  that  it  belonged  to  the 
custos  rotulonim  of  the  county.  The  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer Chamber  in  Ireland  vf^s  of  opinion  that  the 
appointment  belonged  to  the  crown. 

A  writ  of  error  was  brought,  and  it  was  argued  in 
your  Lordships'  House  during  the  last  session  of  par- 
liament. It  was  a  case  of  great  importance,  and  all 
the  Judges  were  assembled  for  the  purpose  of  hearing 
the  arguments,  in  order  that  your  Lordships  might  have 
the  benefit  of  their  advice  and  assistance  with  respect  to 
the  subject 

The  learned  Judges  diifered  in  opinion,  and  they 
postponed,  therefore,  delivering  their  judgments  till  the 
present  session ;  that  diiference  still  continued  ;  a  great 
majority  of  the  Judges,  however,  were  of  opinion,  that 
the  right  to  that  appointment  was  in  tlie  cUstos  rotu- 
lorum  of  the  Kin^s  County^  one  single  Judge  dissent- 
ing. The  opinions  of  the  learned  Judges  were  delivered 
at  great  length  in  your  Lordships'  House.  I  had  an 
opportunity  of  attending  to  their  reasonings  at  the  time. 
I  have  since  been  favoured  with  copies  of  their  judg- 
ments, and  have  had  an  opportunity  of  again  consider- 
ing them;  and,  without  troubling  your  Lordships  by 
going  over  the  same  arguments  which  have  been  already 
advanced  upon  the  subject  in  great  detail,  it  may  be 
sufficient  for  me  to  state  that  I  am  satisfied  that  the 
decision  of  the  Court  below  was  erroneous,  and  that 
the  appointment  of  this  office  is  not  in  the  crown,  but 
in  the  custos  rotulorum :  and  I  am  of  that  opinion  upon 

the 
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the  authorities  that  were  cited  by  the  learned  Judges  by  1829. 

which  they  fortified  their  opinion,  and  by  the  reasonings  ^~'   -' 

which  they  employed  in  support  of  their  opinion.     I  ^ 

should,  therefore,  propose  to  your  Lordships  that  the  Pollock, 
judgment  of  the  Court  below  be  reversed. 

.    Judgment  reversed. 


Mills  v.  A.  Collett,  Clerk.  June  %%. 

HTRESPASS  for  assault   and   imprisonment.      Plea,  Defendant,  at 
not  guilty.  *  magiitrate, 

At  the  trial  before  Vaughan  B^  St^ffbUc  Spring  assizes,  prnon  at  a 
it  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  brought  before  felon,  the 
the  Defendant,  a  magistrate  for  the  county  oi  Suffolk^  on       *  ,* '  h 
a  charge  of  maliciously  cutting  down  a  tree ;  that  the  a  charge  had 
following  depositions  were   taken   by  the   magistrate's  been  made  of 

cierk :  cutting  down 

a  tree  on  pre- 
Siffijlk  to  wit.  —  ^'  The  deposition  of  Robert  Ballsy  mitet  m  hb 

wheelwright,  of  the  parish  of  Ckeddiston,  in  the  county  of  ^*^**P**'^» 

Si^bltj   taken  and  made  upon   oath  before  us  two  of  of  j1.  B.  .* 

his  majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county,  ^^^^»  ^^^ 

this  eighteenth  day  of  October^  in  the  year  of  our  lord  ^^^  ^i^i^  ^^ 

one   thousand   eight  hundred   and   twenty-seven,  who  an  action. 

saith  that  he  knows  the  certain  elm  timber  tree  cut  down 

by  Simon   Mills  of  Ckeddiston   aforesaid,  farmer,  and 

Abraham  Stannardy  of  the  parish  of  Saint  James  South' 

dmhamj  labourer,  on  the  premises  of  the  said  Simoti 

Mills,   and   that   it    is   worth   more   than   one   pound 

sterling. 

Before  us  "  Robert  Balls." 

**  L.  JS.  Broom. 

"  A.  Cdkttr 

G  3  Stffolky 
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Suffolk  to  wit.  —  "  The  deposition  of  John  Storkey^ 
husbandman,  of  the  parish  of  Linstead  Parva,  in  the 
county  of  Suffolk^  taken  and  made  upon  oath  before  us 
two  of  his  majesty's  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said 
county,  this  eighteenth  day  of  October^  in  the  year  of 
our  lord  one  thousand  eight  hundred  and  twenty-seven, 
who  saith,  that  on  Monday  last,  the  fifteenth  day  of  the 
present  month  of  October^  on  the  premises  occupied  by 
Simon  Mills  in  the  parish  of  Cheddistonj  in  the  said 
county,  the  property  of  John  Badeley^  doctor  of  physic, 
namely,  in  the  yard  adjoining  and  belonging  to  the 
dwelling-house  of  the  said  premises,  he  saw  Simon  Milk 
o{  Cheddislon,  aforesaid,  and  Abraham  Stannard^  labourer, 
of  the  parish  of  SairU  James  Southelm^  wilfully  and 
maliciously  cutting,  breaking,  barking,  rooting  up,  and 
otherwise  destroying,  a  certain  timber  elm  tree,  the  pro* 
perty  of  the  said  John  Badeley. 

Before  us  "John  Storkey  X  his  mart" 

"  i.  22.  Brown. 

«  A.  Collettr 

And  that  the  Defendant  thereupon  committed  the 
PlaintiiF  for  a  felony  to  the  county  gaol,  where  he  lay 
among  felons  for  three  months,  till  the  ensuing  Epiphany 
sessions,  when,  a  compromise  having  been  entered  into 
between  him  and  the  prosecutor,  he  was  discharged  upon 
application  to  the  court. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  it  was  contended,  that 
for  aught  that  appeared  on  the  depositions,  the  Plaintiff 
might  have  been  properly  committed  under  7  &  8  G.  4. 
c.  30.  5. 19. ;  but  that,  at  all  events,  as  there  was  no  proof 
of  malice,  the  Defendant  could  only  be  charged  with  an 
error  in  judgment,  for  which  he  was  not  liable  in  aq 
action. 

The  learned  baron,  being  of  this  opinion,  directed  a 
nonsuit.     An  objection  was  taken  to  the  notice  of  action, 

in 
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in  which  the  residence  of  the  Plaintiff's  attorney  was 
stated  to  be  in  Half  Moon  Street y  Picadilly^  London^ 

Storks  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the 
nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  tree  being  stated  in  the 
depositions  to  have  stood  on  premises  occupied  by  the 
PIainti£^  it  must  have  been  plain  to  the  Defendant 
that  the  Plaintiff  could  not  commit  a  trespass,  much 
less  a  felony,  by  cutting  it  down.  The  Defendant, 
therefore,  having  acted  without  jurisdiction,  and  even 
without  colorable  cause,  was  liable  in  trespass. 

Wilde  and  Russell  Serjts.,  shewed  cause. 

There  are  two  questions  in  this  c&se,  First,  Whether 
there  has  been  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  any  error 
of  judgment,  any  misconstruction  of  the  act  7  &  8  G.  4. 
c.  30.  By  that  statute  it  is  enacted,  sect.  19.,  *'  If  any 
person  shall  unlawfully  and  maliciously  cut,  break, 
bark,  root  up,  or  otherwise  destroy  or  damage  the  whole 
or  any  part  of  any  tree,  sapling,  or  shrub,  or  any  un- 
derwood, respectively  growing  in  any  park,  pleasure- 
ground,  garden,  orchard,  or  avenue,  or  in  any  ground 
adjoining  or  belonging  to  any  dwelling-house,  every  suck 
offender  (in  case  the  amount  of  the  injury  done  shall 
exceed  the  sum  of  1/.)  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and 
being  convicted  thereof,  shall  be  liable,  at  the  discretion 
of  the  court,  to  be  transported  beyond  the  seas  for  the 
term  of  seven  years,  or  to  be  imprisoned  for  any  time  not 
exceeding  two  years,  and  if  a  male,  to  be  once,  twice,  or 
thrice  privately  or  publicly  whipped,  (if  the  court  shall  so 
think  fit)  in  addition  to  such  imprisonment ;  and  if  any 
person  shall  unlawfully  and  maliciously  cut,  break,  bark» 
root  up,  or  otherwise  destroy  or  damage  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  any  tree,  ^pling,  or  shrub,  or  any  unaer- 
wood,  respectively  growing  elsewhere  than  in  any  of  the 
situations  hereinbefore  mentioned,  every  such  offender 

G  i  (in 


1829. 


Mills 

COLLETT. 


88 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


1829. 


Mills 
Cqllett. 


(in  case  the  amount  of  the  injury  done  shall  exceed  the 
sum  of  51.)  shall  be  guilty  of  felony,  and  being  convicted 
thereof,  shall  be  liable  to  any  of  the  punishments  which 
the  court  may  award  for  the  fdony  hereinbefore  last 
mentioned/' 

This  provision  was  substituted  for  the  black  act, 
9  G.  1.  r.  22.  s.  L,  which  made  the  offence  capital  where 
the  malice  was  personal  to  the  owner ;  and  the  6  G.  8. 
c.  36.  and  6  G.  8.  c.  48.,  by  the  first  of  which,  the  offence, 
if  done  in  the  night  time,  was  felony ;  and  by  the  second, 
if  done  at  any  other  time,  was  punishable  by  summary 
conviction  for  the  first  and  second  offences.  It  would 
be  difficult  to  say  why  the  present  case  is  not  clearly 
within  the  new  statute.  The  word  maliciously  can 
scarcely  be  said  to  bear  a  signification,  other  than  that 
which  it  had  under  the  statute  6  G.  8.  c.  36.,  upon  which 
it  was  considered  as  bearing  its  most  general  signifi- 
cation, and  as  applying  to  an  act  done  malo  animo^  from 
an  unjust  desire  of  gain,  or  a  careless  indifference  of 
mischief,  (a)  Malice,  in  a  legal  sense,  does  not  signify 
according  to  its  common  acceptation  desire  of  revenge, 
or  a  settled  anger  against  a  particular  person.  And 
the  statute  does  not  limit  the  ofience  to  the  cutting  down 
trees  on  the  premises  of  persons  other  than  the  offender. 
It  nowhere  appears  what  interest  the  Plaintiff  had  in 
the  premises  on  which  he  cut  the  tree;  but  even  if 
there  were  an  existing  tenancy,  felony  may  be  com- 
mitted in  respect  of  demised  property ;  as  in  arson, 
under  the  statutes,  (though  not  at  common  law)  and 
in  larceny  of  chattels  and  fixtures  let  to  tenants  and 
lodgers  by  7  &  8  G.  4.  c,  29.  s.  45.  Suppose  valuable 
or  ornamental  trees,  —  as  an  avenue, — to  have  been 
cut  down  maliciously  by  an  occupier,  might  he  not  be 
punished  under  this  statute  ?   There  was  enough,  there- 


(a)  %  Eajtf  P.  C.  io6%. 
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fere,  in  the  case  for  a  magistrate  to  suppose  that  he       1829^ 
had  jurisdiction  to  commit  for  trial,  and  it  was  not  for    '^  "  v  "'^ 
him  to  decide  the  law. 

Bat,  secondly,  even  if  there  were  an  error  in  judg-  Collstt. 
ment,  the  magistrate  is  not  liable  to  an  action.  8  Hawk. 
P.  C  c.  8.  s.  74.  ^^'Justices  of  the  peace  are  not  punish- 
able civilly  fer  acts  done  by  them  in  their  judicial  ca- 
pacities; but  if  they  abuse  the  authority  with  which 
they  are  intrusted,  they  may  be  punished  criminally  at 
the  suit  of  the  king,  by  way  of  information.  But  in 
cases  where  they  proceed  minisleridUy  rather  than  ju- 
dicially, if  they  act  carmptly  they  are  liable  to  an  action 
at  the  suit  of  the  party,  as  well  as  to  an  information  at 
the  suit  of  the  king."  Again,  in  S  Hawk.  P.  C.  c.  18. 
$,  20.  '^  Perhaps  there  may  be  this  difference  betweoi 
the  warrant  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  for  such  causes 
which  he  has  not  authority  to  hear  and  determine  as 
judge  without  the  concurrence  of  others,  and  such 
warrant  for  an  offence  which  he  may  so  determine  with- 
out the  concurrence  of  any  other ;  that  in  the  former 
case,  inasmuch  as  he  rather  proceeds  ministerially  than 
jndicially,  if  he  act  corruptly  he  is  liable  to  an  action  at 
the  suit  of  the  party,  as  well  as  to  an  information  at  the 
suit  of  the  king ;  but  in  the  latter  case  he  is  punishable 
only  at  the  suit  of  the  king,  for  that  regularly  no  man 
is  liable  to  an  action  for  what  he  doth  as  judge.'' 

In  Windham  v.  Clere  (a),  an  action  on  the  case  was 
brought  against  the  defendant  as  a  justice,  for  mali- 
ciously issuing  his  warrant,  in  which  it  was  alleged  that 
plaintiff  was  accused  of  stealing  a  horse,  vbi  reverd^ 
plaintiff  never  was  accused  nor  did  steal  the  horse,  and 
defendant  knew  him  to  be  guiltless.  The  plaintiff  had 
a  verdict,  and  Clench  and  Gawdy  say,  ^<  If  a  man  be 
accused  to  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  an  ofience  for  which 

(a)  Cro,  E/iz,  130.     I  Leon,  187.  S.  C. 

he 


90 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


1829. 


BllLLS 
COLLKTT. 


he  causeth  him  to  be  arrested  by  his  warrant,  although 
the  accusation  be  false,  yet  he  is  excusable ;  but  if  the 
party  be  never  accused^  but  the  justice  of  his  malice  and 
his  own  head  cause  him  to  be  arrested  it  is  otherwise." 

And  Morgan  v.  Hughes  {a)  is  an  authority,  that  where 
a  justice  maliciously  grants  a  warrant  against  a  person 
vithout  an  information,  upon  a  supposed  charge  of 
felony,  an  action  of  trespass  will  lie.  But  no  case  can 
be  found  where  such  action  has  been  attempted  without 
imputation  of  corrupt  motive  or  malice ;  and  in  Zoto- 
ther  V.  Lord  Radnor  (b)^  it  was  held  that  trespass  does 
not  lie  against  justices  acting  upon  a  complaint  made  to 
them  upon  oath,  by  the  terms  of  which  they  had  no 
jurisdiction,  though  the  real  facts  of  the  case  might  not 
have  supported  such  complaint,  if  such  facts  were  not 
laid  before  them  at  the  time. 

Thirdly,  with  respect  to  the  notice,  Sieers  v.  SmitA  (c) 
is  a  conclusive  authority  in  support  of  the  objection.  In 
that  case  the  notice  described  the  plaintiff's  attorney  as 
of  New  Inn,  London,  instead  of  New  Inn,  Westminster^ 
and  Lord  EUenborough  held  that  it  was  insu£Bcient. 
PiccadiUy  can  as  little  be  said  to  be  within  what  is  pro- 
perly called  London  as  New  Inn.  IPark  J.  If  I  were 
to  address  a  letter  to  the  learned  counsel,  meaning  it  to 
find  him,  should  I  write  "  Gower  Street,  Middlesex ?"2 
A  very  strict  construction  has  always  been  given  in 
favour  of  magistrates,  to  the  statute  requiring  the  notice 
of  action.     Tat/lor  v.  Fenwick  (d)  and  Aked  v.  Stocks,  {e) 


Storks.  It  may  be  admitted  that  where  a  magistrate 
has  jurisdiction  he  is  not  liable  to  an  action  unless 
corrupt  motive  or  malice  be  proved. 


{c)  6£jp,is9. 


(d)  Cited  by  Lawrence  J.  in 
Lovelace  v.  Curry y  7  T.  R,6$i. 

(e)  4BingJb.so^. 

In 
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In  the  present  case  the  Defendant  had  no  jurisdiction, 
and  he  must  have  known  that  he  had  none,  because  it 
appears  on  the  f^ce  of  the  depositions,  which  are  not  in 
the  language  of  witnesses,  but  framed  by  the  Defendant's 
clerk  in  the  precise  terms  of  the  act,  that  the  Plaintiff 
cut  the  tree  on  premises  in  his  own  occupation.  He 
had  not  committed  so  much  as  a  trespass,  and  for 
aught  that  appeared  might  have  been  in  the  exercise 
of  a  right,  since  most  occupiers  are  entitled  to  cut  wood 
for  house^bote. 

In  Crepps  v.  Durden{a\  a  magistrate  was  holden 
liable  in  trespass  for  merely  exceeding  his  jurisdiction : 
i  fortiori  he  is  liable,  where  he  acts  without  juris- 
diction. In  Davis  v.  Capper  (Gloucester  Summer  assizes, 
1838)  the  plaintiff,  a  respectable  female,  sued  the  de- 
fendant, a  magistrate,  for  committing  her  to  prison  for 
fourteen  days,  on  a  charge  of  theft  of  which  she  was 
innocent.  The  learned  Judge  who  presided  having 
directed  a  nonsuit,  the  Coiirt  of  King's  Bench  awarded 
a  new  trial.  (Jb) 

With  respect  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice,  Steers  v. 
Smith  is  only  a  nisi  prius  decision.  It  never  could  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that  courts  of  jus- 
tice should  descend  to  a  paltry  quibble,  for  the  purpose 
of  screening  magistrates  from  the  consequences  of  mis- 
conduct. The  object  of  the  statute  was,  that  the  ma- 
gistrate should,  with  a  view  to  tendering  amends,  if 
necessary,  have  effectual  notice  of  the  residence  of  the 
Plaintiff's  attorney.  For  the  purpose  of  useful  inform- 
ation, Piccadilly^  London,  is  a  more  instructive  address 
than  Piccadilly^  Middlesex. 


1829. 


(a)  Cowpm  640.  (5  Bingb,  3.(4.)    Upon  the  new 

(b)  See  the  circumstances  of    trial,  a  special  jury  awarded  the 
the   case  in    Davis  v.  Russell    plaintiff  zo/.  damages. 
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TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  ought 
to  be  discharged.  This  is  an  action  in  which  a  ma* 
gistrate  is  charged  with  trespass  and  false  imprisonment 
for  committing  the  Plaintiff  to  prison  for  trial,  and  the 
only  question  is,  whether  the  magistrate  had  jurisdic* 
tion  to  investigate  and  commit.  The  information 
charges  an  offence  within  the  statute  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  SO. 
as  2i  felony^  and  the  question  is,  whether  a  charge  being 
made  of  a  distinct  felony,  the  magistrate  is  answerable 
for  the  correctness  of  the  charge  if  the  case  be  disposed 
of  as  in  other  cases,  where  a  magistrate  is  called  upon 
to  act.  It  would  be  most  dangerous  if  he  were  holdea 
to  be  liable  in  such  a  case.  The  act  gives  the  magis- 
trate no  power  to  convict,  but  merely  to  sanction  the 
commitment  for  trial.  And  in  Sir  Edward  denfs 
Case  (a)  it  was  said,  ^^  If  a  man  be  accused  to  a  justice 
of  peace  of  an  offence  for  which  he  causeth  him  to  be 
arrested  by  his  warrant,  although  the  accusation  be 
false,  yet  he  is  excusable.''  Undoubtedly  it  was  not  cor- 
rect to  take  the  depositions  in  the  precise  words  of  the 
act,  because  such  could  not  have  been  the  language  of 
the  witnesses;  but  that  alone  will  not  make  the  De- 
fendant's conduct  malicious.  I  cannot  accede  to  the 
proposition,  that  the  circumstance  of  a  party's  being  the 
occupier  of  the  premises  on  which  the  tree  is  cut,  ne- 
cessarily takes  a  case  out  of  the  statute.  Suppose  the 
trees  excepted  in  a  lease,  the  tenant  would  be  a  tres- 
passer ;  and  if  liable  in  trespass,  I  am  not  prepared  to 
say  he  might  not  be  liable  criminally.  But  that  is  not 
the  ground  of  my  decision.  If  a  party  charged  with  an 
offence  be  brought  before  a  magistrate,  he  must  exercise 
a  judgment  on  the  case,  and  he  is  not  liable  for  a  mere 
error  of  judgment.  In  Crepps  v.  Dtirden^  the  magis- 
trate, having  once  convicted,  had  no  jurisdiction ;  he  was 


(a)  Cro,  EL  130. 
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Jimctus  officio.  In  the  present  case  he  had  jurisdiction. 
I  give  no  opinion  on  the  other  point.  The  rule  must 
be  discharged. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  If  when  a 
charge  is  before  him  a  magistrate  does  not  exceed  his 
jurisdiction,  he  is  not  liable  to  an  action.  In  Crepps  v. 
Dwrden  he  wasjunctus  officio.  I  reprobate  the  framing 
depositions  in  the  words  of  acts  of  parliament,  but  that 
does  not  render  tlie  magistrate  liable.  The  rule  must 
be  discharged. 

BuRROUGH  J.  If  the  magistrate  has  jurisdiction,  as 
he  had  here,  he  never  can  be  liable  in  an  action  of  tres- 
pass, nor  in  any  form  of  action  for  a  mere  mistake  in  a 
matter  of  law ;  and  whether  an  occupier  could  commit  a 
felony  under  the  statute  on  his  own  premises,  was  clearly 
a  matter  of  law.  The  depositions  ought  not  to  have 
been  taken  in  the  terms  of  the  act  of  parliament.  That 
is  not  the  language  of  witnesses.  But  even  if  the  ma- 
gistrate were  answerable  for  the  misconduct  of  his  clerk, 
trespass  is  not  the  form  of  action.  I  agree  in  the  rule 
being  discharged. 

Gaselee  J.  I  am  sorry  to  agree  in  the  opinion  that 
the  action  cannot  be  maintained:  but  the  law  is  so. 
The  language  of  the  statute  under  which  the  Plaintiff 
was  committed,  is  general,  and  contains  no  exception 
of  malicious  injuries  done  by  occupiers  against  their  les- 
sors. But  independently  of  that,  the  defendant  acted 
on  his  general  authority;  and  if  there  were  a  pro- 
bability of  a  felony  having  been  committed,  he  was  bound 
to  proceed  as  in  other  cases.  Suppose  a  committal  on 
suspicion  of  murder,  and  it  turns  out  not  to  be  murder, 
shall  the  magistrate  be  liable  ?  In  Crepps  v.  Durden  the 

magistrate 
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magistrate  had  power  not  merely  to  enquire  but  to  con- 
vict, and  having  convicted  his  jurisdiction  ceased.  Here 
the  Defendant  had  jurisdiction,  and  the  rule  must  be 

Discharged. 


June%$. 


Goring  v.  Edmonds  the  Elder. 


In-^/n7i8»5f     ASSUMPSIT  on  the  guaranty  at  the  foot  of  the  fol 
^^^"^  teed  th  lowing  agreement,  which  had  been  entered  into  by 

piyment  of       the  Defendant's  son. 

money  due  a  Agreement   between  Charles  Goring  Esquire  and 

to  the  Plaintiff  Thomas  Edmonds  jun.  I,  Thomas  Edmonds^  at  Steyn^ 
upon  a  sale  of   ing^  agree  to  purchase  so  many  oak  trees  as  are  marked, 

^r^L  *  and  shall  be  marked  by  us  at  Olboume  and  East.  Grin- 
Flaintin  re-  ^ 

cnved  part  steady  at  the  price  of  10/.  per  load,  girth  measure  of  fifty 
payment  of  fget  by  the  load.  But  should  Mr.  Markwich^  when  he 
made  repeated  "measures  the  same,  consider  the  sum  of  10/.  per  load 
unsuccesifiil  not  a  sufficient  price,  he  is  to  fix  such  price  as  he  con- 
applications  to  gjjg^jj  j^  ^q  \^  worth.     And  I  hereby  agree  to  pay  the 

residue  till         price  he  shall  fix  upon,  though   it   shall   exceed  10/. 

per  load.  And,  further,  I  agree  not  to  remove  the 
timber  or  bark  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  Charles 
Goring  Esq.  from  off*  the  said  estates  where  the  said 
timber  shall  be  cut;  and  whatever  securities  I  may  give 
to  Charles  Goring  Esq.,  to  induce  him  to  consent  to  the 

the  Defendant  timber  and  bark  being  taken  away,*  shall  be  taken  up 

these  applica-    ®^^  discharged,  half  at  Michaelmas^  and  the  other  half 

tions,  but  in      at  Christmas  next  at  farthest. 

December  «  ThoMAS   EdMONDS." 

izvj  sued  him 
on  his  guaran- 
ty :  Held,  that  the  Defendant  was  not  discharged  by  the  time  that  had  elapsed,  nor 
by  want  of  notice  of  the  applications  made  to  his  son. 


December 
1827,  when 
the  son  be- 
came bank- 
rupt.    The 
Pkuntiff  never 
disclosed  to 


u 
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"  In  the  event  of  my  son  Thomas  Edmonds  jun.  not 

paying  Charles  Goring  Esq.,  I  hold  myself  liable,  and 

hereby  engage  to  fulfil  the  said  payments  according  to 

the  above  conditions. 

"  Thomas  Edmonds. 
^'  April  20,  1825." 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Middlesex  sittings 
after  Easier  term,  it  appeared,  that  the  Defendant  and 
his  son  having  signed  the  foregoing  instrument  in  April 
1825,  the  timber  was  all  removed  by  Edmonds  the 
younger,  without  any  further  security  being  required. 
On  the  19th  December  1825,  two  bills  for  200/.  each, 
drawn  by  Edmonds  the  younger  on  one  Alexander,  and 
accepted  by  him,  were  paid  into  the  plaintiff's  bankers. 
These  bills  were  duly  honoured  in  March  1826.  There 
remained  then  due  to  the  Plaintiff  in  respect  of  the 
timber  486/.  165.  From  that  time  to  the  close  of  1827> 
repeated  applications  were  made  in  vain  to  Edmonds  the 
younger  for  payment.  On  the  1st  of  October  1827, 
Edmonds  the  younger  gave  the  Plaintiff  a  bill  for  200/. 
drawn  by  him  on  one  Williams,  which  became  due,  and 
was  dishonoured  early  in  December  1827.  The  Plain- 
tiff, however,  never  returned  it,  nor  gave  any  notice  of 
dishonour.  About  that  time  Edmonds  the  younger  be- 
came bankrupt,  and  the  Plaintiff,  through  his  attorney, 
applied  for  the  first  time  to  the  Defendant  upon  his 
guaranty,  for  payment  of  the  486/.  16s.  The  Defend- 
ant admitted  his  liability,  but  was  not  aware  of  the  bill 
accepted  by  Williams. 

On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  it  was  contended,  at 
the  trial,  that  his  liability  was  discharged  by  the  Plain- 
tiff having  taken  bills  from  the  son,  and  by  his  not 
having  earlier  communicated  to  the  Defendant  the  state 
of  the  account.     Payne  v.  Ives  {a)  was  relied  on. 


1829. 


Goring 

•EiaCONDB. 


{a)  3  jD.  ef  1?.  664.- 
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For  the  Plainuff  it  was  insisted,  that  as  there  was  a 
fixed  day  for  payment^  there  had  been  no  unreasonable 
delay  in  applying  to  the  Defendant.  The  Chief  Justice 
told  the  jury,  that  in  order  to  discharge  the  Defendant, 
time  must  have  been  given,  under  such  circumstances, 
that  the  Plaintiff  must  have  lost  his  remedy  against  the 
original  debtor;  and  he  observed  on  the  admission  of 
liability  made  by  the  Defendant  himself. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintiff,  damages 
486/.  165., 


Russell  Seijt.  moved  to  set  it  aside,  on  the  ground  of 
a  misdirection,  or  to  reduce  the  damages  by  200/. 

The  Defendant  was  discharged  by  the  Plaintiff's  deal- 
ings with  the  principal  debtor.  In  Peel  v  Tatlock  (a),  it 
was  considered  by  the  Court,  that  delay  in  calling  upon 
a  guarantee  does  not  exonerate  him,  unless  it  can  be 
shewn  or  presumed  that  he  is  a  loser  thereby.  But 
here  the  Defendant  might  well  be  presumed  to  be  a 
loser.  Two  years,  during  which  the  principal  cre- 
ditor was  in  good  credit,  the  guarantee  was  never 
called  on.  He  was  applied  to  only  when  the  failure 
of  his  principal  deprived  him  of  any  chance  of  being 
reimbursed. 

In  Payne  v.  Ives  and  Others  (i),  the  defendants  gave 
the  following  guaranty :  —  "  We  undertake  to]  indorse 
any  bill  or  bills  Mr.  John  Stubbs  may  give  to  Messrs. 
Payne  and  Co.  in  part  payment  of  an  order  for  lace 
which  is  now  being  executed  for  him.  Messrs.  Payne 
and  Co.  to  allow  5  per  cent,  on  the  amount  of  the  said 
bills  for  the  said  guaranty."  Stvbbs  paid  the  plaintifis 
part  of  the  amount  in  money,  viz.  500/.,  and  gave  them 
a  bill  for  the  remainder,  viz.  337/.  at  eighteen  months, 
and  the  plaintiffs  kept  the  bill  for  seventeen  months  and 


{a)  iB.^  P.  419. 


(/&)  sD.l^R.  664. 


ten 
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ten  days ;  and  then,  finding  that  Sttsbbs  wad  insolvent^ 
applied  for  the  first  time  to  the  defendants  /ces  and  Co. 
for  their  indorsement.  And  it  was  held,  that  the 
plaintifii  were  concluded  by  their  laches,  and  that 
the  defendants  were  not  liable  on  tlieir  guaranty 
Abbott  C.J.  said,  '^  The  general  rule  of  law  upon 
such  subjects  is  clear,  namely,  that  the  demand  must  be 
made  within  a  reasonal)le  and  convenient  time.  But  for 
the  plaintifls  to  forbear  their  demand  for  seventeen 
months  out  of  eighteen,  was  neither  reasonable  nor 
convenient.^  Besides,  here  the  plaintiffs  lie  by  tilt  they 
learn  that  Stubbs  is  insolvent,  and  until  they  discover 
that  the  indorsement  is  the  only  means  by  which  they 
can  secure  their  debt;  and,  but  for  that  discovery,  they 
probably,  never  would  have  applied  at  all.  That,  I 
think,  they  were  not  entitled  to  do  under  the  agreement, 
and,  consequendy,  they  ought  not  to  have  recovered  in 
this  action.''  And  Bayley  J.  said,  *^  The  option  given 
to  the  Plaintifis  ought  to  have  been  made  in  a  reason- 
able time,  and,  at  any  rate,  before  that  event  occurred, 
of  which,  if.  the  defendants  had  known,  they  never 
would  have  given  the  guaranty."  Holroyd  J.  said, 
*^  The  Plaintiffs  did  not  exercise  their  option  till  within 
a  few  days  of  the  J)ill  becoming  due,  and  till  they  knew 
of  the  insolvency  of  the  acceptor.  I  think  they  were  not 
justified  in  such  delay,  and  that  is  the  only  question  in 
the  cause.  With  respect  to  bonds,  it  is  laid  down  by 
Lord  Chief  Baron  Comyns^  that  where  a  condition  is  to 
do  a  transitory  thing  without  limiting  the  time,  it  ought 
to  be  done  immediately,  that  is,  in  a  convenient  time." 

As  to  the  200/.  bill,  by  keeping  it  and  giving  no 
nodce,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  Plaintiff  made  it  his 
own.  The  death,  bankruptcy,  or  known  insolvency  {a) 
of  the  drawer,  or  his  being  in  prison  (&),  constitute  no 

(a)  Rujjel  v.  Langstaffd  (b)  By  Lord  AlvanUj  C.  J. 
DaugL  5x4.  Ejdaiie  v.  Saw'  Hajnes  v.  Birksf  3  Bas.  ^ 
eri^f  xz  JSaitf  1x4.  Pul,  60T. 
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excases  either  at  hiw  or  in  equity  for  the  neglect  to  git^ 
due  notice  of  non-acceptance  or  non-paymait ;  and  the 
reason  is,  that  many  means  may  remain  of  obtaining 
pajrment  by  the  aid  of  friends  or  otherwise,  of  which  it 
is  reasonable  that  the  drawer  and  indorsers  should  ha^e 
the  opportunity  of  availing  themselves ;  and  it  is  net 
competent  to  the  holders  to  shew  that  the  delay  in 
ffvitug  notice  has  not  in  fact  been  prejudicial,  {a) 

Besides,  the  taking  the  bill  was  a  discharge ;  at  least 
pro  tanto  f  as  giving  time  for  an  hour  discharges  the 
surety.  Defendant's  acknowledgment  could  not  a£fect 
his  rights,  when  made  in  ignorance  of  the  drcom- 
stances.  In  the  case  of  a  bill  of  exchange,  a  promise  to 
pay,  by  an  indorser  or  other  party,  if  made  without  a 
knowledge  of  the  laches  of  the  holder  in  respect  of  such 
bill,  will  not  be  bindings  BUsard  v.  Hirst  and  mnoihet.  {6) 
Gcodall  and  (Mers  v.  Dolky.  {e) 

In  this  last  case  a  bill  drawn  in  favour  of  defendaat^ 
payable  11th  January  1787)  was  presented  for  accept* 
ance  by  the  plaintiffs  on  the  8th  November  1786,  when 
acceptance  was  refused;  they  gave  no  notice  to  the 
defendant  till  the  6th  January  1787,  and  then  they  did 
not  say  when  the  bill  was  presented.  The  defendant 
proposed  paying  by  instalments,  which  o£fer  was  re* 
jected  by  the  plaintifis,  and  they  brought  the  aetiob. 
Heath  J.  ruled  that  the  defendant  was  discharged  for 
want  of  notice,  and  that  his  offer  to  pay  being  made 
in  ignorance  of  the  circumstances,  was  not  binding :  the 
jury  found  a  Verdict  for  the  defendant,  and  upon  cause 
shewn  against  h  rule  for  a  new  trial,  the  Court  hdd  the 
direction  and  the  verdict  right. 


TiKDAL  C.  J.  This  is  not  a  case  for  a  new  trial. 
There  are  two  points  on  which  it  is  suggested  the  jury 
have  been  misdirected.     The  first,  that  mere  laches  in 


(^i)     Esdaile    v.     Sowcrfyf 
II  Eastf  114. 


(B)  Burr.  2670. 
(f)  I  T.  R.  71a. 
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the  pntj  secured  will  operate  as  a  discharge  to.  the 
sorely:  but  no  case  goes  to  that  extent,  and  there  are 
luany  which  establish  the  reverse.  I  am  far  from 
sagriQ^  there  may  not.  be  an  extreme  case  of  laches  ^'OMoiaiRi 
MKNUitiiiig  to  firaud»  and  fraud  would  be  a  defence  to 
the  action ;  but  no(  mere  negligence.  In  Treni  Navi^ 
gtfHim  Compongtjf  ▼.  HarUy  (a\  the  obligees  in  a  bond 
conditioned  for  the  principal  obligor  to  account  for  and 
pay  over  tolls,  did  not  examine  his  accounts  for  eight  or 
^ipe  year%  and  did  net  caU  for  payment  so  soon  as  they 
might  have  done ;  but  they  obtained  a  verdict  in  their 
&vour ;  and  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  Lord  Enen- 
lormtsk  8ai4»  ^*  The  only  question  is»  Whether  the  laches 
of  the  pbligees  in  not  calling  on  the  principid  so  soon  as 
(hey  jmght  have  done,  be  an  estoppel  at  law  against  the 
soreties  ?  I  )aiow  qi  no  such  estoppel  at  law,  whatever 
remedy  there  may  be  in  equity."  The  case  of  Payne 
V.  Ives  was  on  an  executory  promise  to  indorse  in  future 
any  bills  Stvbbs  might  give  in  payment  for  lace,  and  no 
application  was  made  to  the  defendants  till  nearly 
eighteen  months  after  the  bill  was  given.  That  might 
so  alter  the  state  of  things  as  to  be  too  late  in  an 
executory  contract.  But  that  will  not  govern  the  case 
of  a  guarantee.  The  second  objection  is,  that  the 
mere  giving  of  time  on  the  bill  would  discharge  the 
Defendant :  but  in  English  v.  Darley  {b)  it  was  held, 
that  merely  giving  time,  without  an  engagement  to  sus- 
pend the  usual  remedies,  will  not  discharge  the  surety. 
The  point  here  was  left  to  the  jury  upon  the  material 
question,  whether  time  had  been  given  under  such 
circumstances ;  and  it  appeared  to  me  that  they  found 
correctly. 

Park  J.     I  concur  with  my  Lord  Chief  Justice.    In 
the  London  Assurance  Company  v.  Buckle  (c),  which  was 

(a)  xo  Eojti  34.  {i)  %  B*  &  P*  6i.  (c)  4  B.  Moore,  153.  . 
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an  action  of  debt  on  a  bond  for  20001.  duly  executed  by 
an  insurance  broker  as  the  principal  obligor,  and  two 
sureties  with  a  certain  condition,  it  was  held,  that 
the  sureties  were  not  discharged  by  the  laches  of  the 
obligees  in  suffering  the  credit  of  the  broker  to  run  on 
so  long  beyond  the  six  months  stipulated  by  the  bond. 
I  fully  concur  in  the  doctrine  there  laid  down,  and  that 
case  is  stronger  than  the  present. 


BuRROUGH  J.  The  direction  to  the  jury  cannot  be 
impeached. 

Gaselee  J.  I  think  a  surety  has  a  duty  upon  him 
to  go  and  enquire  as  to  the  state  of  the  transaction.  In 
Omie  V.  Young  {a)  there  was  delay  in  giving  notice,  and 
yet  the  surety  was  holden  not  to  be  discharged. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  iHoltflj^. 


June2*jm 


Henley  v.  The  Mayor  and  Corporation  of 

Lyme  Regis. 


Where  aver-    '^PHE  declaration  in  this  cause  contained  five  counts. 

diet  was  taken    ^ 

by  content  on 

two  counts^ 

the  Courti  on 

the  application 

of  the  Plain- 

tifi>  amended 


Two  charging  the  Defendants  with  the  repair  of 
sea  walls,  by  virtue  of  a  charter  from  the  crown.  Two 
by  prescription ;  and  one  by  virtue  of  possession. 

At  the  trial  before  Littledale  J.,  Dorchester  Summer 
assizes  1828,   after  the   evidence  on   the   part  of  the 
the  portea,  by    piaintiflF  had  been  heard,  the  learned  Judge  expressed 

entering  the  o         i- 

verdict  on  one, 

(to  which  the  evidence   applied,}  although  the  Judge  who  presided  at  the   trial 

dedmed  to  interfere. 

an 
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an  opinion  that  he  must  fail  on  the  three  last  counts,        1829. 
and  it  was  then  agreed  by  the  counsel  on  both  sides  to  -  '-^ 

enter  a  verdict  on  the  two  first  counts,  which  charged  ^. 

the  Defendants  under  their  charter.    The  jury  were  dis-  '^^  Mayor  of 
charged  as  to  the  other  counts.  ^^^***  ^^"^ 

The  first  of  these  two  counts  (see  them  ante^  vol.  v. 
p.  91.),  set  out  the  charter  fully,  alleged  the  possession 
of  the  Defendants  under  it,  and  the  liability  to  repair 
as  consequent  on  possession  under  the  charter. 

The  second  set  out  less  of  the  charter,  omitted  any 
allegation  of  possession,  and  laid  the  liability  as  conse- 
quent on  the  charter. 

The  Defendants  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  and 
the  decision  of  the  Court  having  been  in  favour  of  the 
Plaintiff  on  the  first  two  counts,  an  application  was 
made  to  LUtleddle  J.  to  permit  the  verdict  to  be  entered 
on  the  first  count  only.  The  learned  Judge  declined  to 
interfere,  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  had  been  en- 
tered on  the  first  two  counts  by  consent,  but  he  trans- 
mitted to  this  Court  his  notes  of  the  trial. 

Wilde  Seijt.  moved  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the 
verdict  should  not  be  enterjsd  up  on  the  first  count 
alone. 

He  contended,  that  such  entries  were  always  made 
by  the  authority  of  the  Court,  although  it  was  usual  to 
apply  to  the  Judge  who  presided  at  the  trial  for  his 
concurrence,  as  he  was  the  best  acquainted  with  the 
evidence  in  the  cause ;  but  the  rule  was,  that  where  the 
same  cause  of  action  was  declared  on  in  various  counts, 
the  verdict  might  be  entered  on  any  of  them  to  which 
the  evidence  applied ;  and  it  was  manifest  here,  that  no 
evidence  could  have  been  given  under  the  second  count 
which  did  not  equally  apply  to  the  first.  The  agree- 
ment at  the  trial  was  not  restrictive  of  the  right  to  enter 
the  vardict  on  a  single  count,  but  restrictive  only  of  the 

H  3  number 
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182^.       mitnber  of  counts  on  which  the  Plaintiff  should  hare 

*^  '  '         that  privilege.     The  object  of  that  agreement  was  to 

V.  confine  the  ailment  on  the  contested  question  of  law 

Tht  Mayor  of  to  some  count  which  was  borne  out  by  the  evidence; 

not  to  pin  the  Plaintiff  to  all  the  counts  on  which  he 
might  have  offered  evidence,  for  the  purpose  of  en- 
trapping him  in  some  technical  informality. 

'  The  following  authorities  were  cited,  to  shew  that  the 
authority  to  apply  the  verdict  to  a  particular  count  was 
IB  the  Court,  and  not  in  the  Judge  who  happened  to 
preside  at  the  trial.  Elioi  v.  S%^(a),  Hankof  v. 
Smith  (i),  Newcomb  v.  Green  (c),  Spencer  v.  Goier  (d)i 
Petriey.  Hamuy  {e\  Williams  v.  Breedon.  (g) 

Taddjf  and  Meretx>eiher  Seijts.  who  shewed  cause,  did 
iiot  deny  the  rule  to  be  as  stated,  or  the  authority  of 
ithe  cases  cited,  but  asserted  that  there  was  no  case  in 
whidi  the  entry  had  been  made  without  the  concurr^ce 
<£iht  Judge  who  presided  at  the  trial;  and  that  in  none 
of  the  cases  cited  had  there  been  any  agreement  by  the 
parties  to  take  the  verdict  on  particular  counts.  That 
'agreement  was  condusive  between  them,  and  the  Court 
had  no  authority  to  interfere. 

In  Richardson  v.  MeUish  (A),  the  Court  would  not 
'get  without  the  concurrence  of  the  Judge  who  had  tried 
the  canse^  and  required  a  certificate  from  him,  although 
he  had  quitted  the  Court 

Where  the  case  arises  on  a  contract,  the  cause  of 
-action  may  often  be  single;  but  where  it  arises  on  a 
tort,  if  there  be  any  evidence  which  applies  to  an  in- 
liuffident  count,  the  postea  cannot  be  amended.  Eddawes 
T.  Hopkins,  (i) 


a)  Cro.CanssZ.  (e)  3r.ie.659. 

31  Bamesy  449*  {g)   i  B.lff  P.  3*9. 

f )   2  Sir.  1197.     I  fTtU.  33.  {b)  3  Singb.  334. 


Wilde. 
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ffilde.    The  cause  of  action  on  these  two  counts  is  1^S9, 

dearly  the  same,  namely,  the  Defendants'  liability  under  -  t^"-' 

the  charter.     The  case,  therefore,  does  not  admit  of  ^, 

comparison   with    ordinary   actions   on   a   tort.     The  The  Mayor  of 

Plaintiff  is  not  only  entitled  to  confine  his  verdict  to  a  ^^^**^*^"0®- 
single  count  where  the  evidence  admits  of  it,  but  he 
may  be  compelled  to  do  so.    Lee  v.  Muggridge,  (a) 

The  Court  being  called  into  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
the  case  stood  over  till  this  day,  when 

TiNOAL  C.  J.  said.  The  Plaintiff  in  this  cause  has 
made  an  application  to  enter  the  verdict  on  the  first 
count  of  the  declaration  only,  although,  by  consent,  the 
verdict  was  taken  on  the  two  charter  counts*  Looking 
at  the  agreement  between  the  parties,  we  think  we  shall 
carry  it  into  effect  by  allowing  the  Plaintiff  to  enter  his 
verdict  on  the  first  count.  If,  indeed,  damages  could 
have  been  given  on  the  second  count  which  could  not 
have  been  given  on  the  first,  we  should  not  do  what  is 
requested,  without  the  concurrence  of  the  Judge  who 
tried  the  cause :  but  looking  at  the  two  counts,  we  per- 
ceive that  the  cause  of  action  in  both  is  the  same ;  the 
charters  set  out  are  the  same ;  and  the  damages  given 
must  have  been  on  the  same  account.  The  two  counts 
are  only  different  modes  of  stating  the  same  cause  of 
action*  We  give  effect,  therefore,  to  the  agreement,  by 
allowing  the  Plaintiff  to  enter  up  his  verdict  on  that 
count  which  he  thinks  states  his  cause  of  action  fhe 
best  If  we  were  to  refuse  the  application,  and  a  ventre 
de  naoo  were  to  be  awarded  upon  a  writ  of  etrror,  we 
should  only  occasion  unnecessary  expense. 

Rule  absolute* 

(a)  5  Taunt,  36. 
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ATOwiy  for 
rent  due  from 
Flaintiffy  as 
tenant  of  pre^ 
miiet  to  avow- 
ant* under  a 
demiie  before 
then  made)  at 
the  yearly  rent 
of  Z70/.  •* 

Held>  not 
flapportedby 
proof  of  a 
oQiiTeyance  to 
avowanty  to 
which  three 
tnittcesf  the 
letaorty  were 
parties*  but 
which  was 
executed  by 
otUy  two  of 
them. 


JDEPLEVIN  for  goods.  The  Defendant  made  cog- 
nisance, as  bailiff  of  Wm.  Geo.  Tate,  because  the 
Plaintiff,  for  three  quarters  of  a  year  next  before  the 
24th  of  June  I8289  and  from  thence  until  and  at'  the 
time  when,  &c.}  enjoyed  the  dwelling-house,  in  whichy 
&c.,  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  said  Wm.  Geo.  Taie,  by 
virtue  of  a  demise  thereof  to  him,  the  Plaintiff,  before 
then  made,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  1 70/.,  payable  quarterly, 
and  127/«  IO5.  was  due  for  three  quarters. 

The  Plaintiff  pleaded  nan  tenuit  modo  et  formd^  and 
riens  en  arriere. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindcd  C.  J.,  Middlesex  sittings 
after  Easter  term,  it  appeared  that  fVm.  Geo*  Tale 
claimed  the  rent  as  heir  of  fVm.  Tate :  and 

That  the  Plaintiff  had  come  into  possession  under  a 
lease  granted  by  Joseph  Bradney.  Joseph  Bradney  de- 
vised the  property  to  three  trustees  in  trust  to  sell.  After 
Bradney*s  death,  the  three  trustees  were  parties  to  deeds 
of  lease  and  release,  bearing  date  the  SOth  and  3 1st  of 
Decemba^  1824,  by  which  the  property  was  conveyed  to 
Wm.  Tate ;  but  these  deeds  were  executed  by  two  only 
of  the  three  trustees. 

It  was  objected,  that  £his  evidence  did  not  support 
the  cognizance  which  was  for  the  rent  of  the  entire  pro- 
perty, whereas,  under  the  above  conveyance,  Wm.  Tate 
took  only  two-thirds,  of  which  he  was  tenant  in  common 
with  the  trustee  who  had  omitted  to  execute  the  deed. 
A  verdict  having  been  taken  for  the  Defendant,  subject 
to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  this  point. 


Wilde 
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Wilde  Seijt*  now  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  set  it  aside        1829. 
on  the  foregoing  objection.     The  Defendant  ought  to     1^  - 
hare  made  cognizance  for  two-thirds  of  the  rent  only,  9, 

otherwise  the  contract  on  which  the  Plaintiff  holds  is  not  DOBBonoir. 
correctly  described.  Broom  v.  Sayce,  (a)  It  is  a  clear 
rule  of  law,  that  tenants  in  common  must  sever  in  avowry, 
unless  the  rent  reserved  be  an  hawk,  an  horse,  or  the  like, 
which  cannot  be  severed,  Lit.  s.  314.  317.  Harrison  v. 
Bamby  (ft),  Ptdlen  v.  Palmer  (c),  2  Vin.  Abr.  59.  Actions^ 
Joinder i  c.  37. 
'   A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Taddy  and   Merewether   Serjts.   shewed  cause.     No 

doubt  a  tenant  in  common  must  sever  in  avowry,  and 

the  Defendant  has  severed  by  not  making  cognizance  as 

baDiff  to  the  other  tenant  in  common ;  but  since  the 

statute  11  G.  2.  c.  19*,  it  is  unnecessary  for  a  landlord  to 

set  out  his  tide  with  precision,  as  he  must  have  done  at 

common  law  :  to  remedy  that  inconvenience  the  statute 

was  passed,  and  it  is  sufficient  if  his  avowry  be  general, 

and  true  to  a  general  intent.     Such  is  the  cognizance 

here;  for  it  is  true,  generally,  that  the  Plaintiff  held  the 

premises  at  a  rent  of  170/.  a  year,  and  that  he  held  as 

tenant  to  Tate^  although  Tate  might  be  entitled  to  only 

two-thirds  of  the  rent.     It  is   not  necessary  that  an 

avowry  should  have  a  greater  degree  of  certainty  than  a 

declaration,  and  under  an  avowry  for  a  whole  year's 

rent  a  landlord  may  recover  less,  if  less  be  due.     In 

Clotworthy  v.  Mitchell  {d%  judgment  was  given  for  the 

avowant,  who  had  pleaded  that  the  whole  of  a  rent  had 

descended  to  him,  although,  in  &ct,  only  a  part  had  de- 

Mended.    In  GriUs  v.  Mannel  {e)  it  was  holden  that  the 

amount  of  the  avowant's  estate  was  not  material,  pro- 

[a)  4  Taunt,  jao.  (d)  Wincb,  49. 

[b)  sT.R.  446.  (e)  fTtlUsf  378. 

[c)  3  Salk.  ao7«  ^ 

vided 
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vided  there  were  a  demise  to  justify  the  distress.  PidUfi 
V.  Palmer  was  decided  previously  to  1 1  G.  2.  In  Forfy 
V.  Imber  {a\  the  avowry  alleged  that  the  plaintiff  had 
hoJden  for  two  yearsi  commencing  with  Christmas :  it 
turned  out  that  he  had  holden  for  a  different  time, 
ending  at  a  different  period.  But  Lord  EUenborough 
said,  ^^  It  b  unnecessary  to  revert  to  cases  before  tho 
statute  of  11  G.2.  c.l9.  5.22.,  which  meant  to  relieve 
landlords  from  the  difficulties  which  they  before  laboured 
under  in  makmg  avowries  for  rent,  and  gives  the  avowry 
and  cognizance  in  as  general  terms  as  possible;  and 
there  has  been  no  case  since  that  statute  where,  if  it 
turned  out  that  less  rent  was  due  than  the  defendant  had 
avowed  for^  he  has  not  been  holden  to  be  entitled  to 
recover  for  so  much  rent  as  was  due.''  So  in  Hargraioe 
V.  Shewin  (i),  an  avowry  was  deemed  sufficient  which 
avqrred  that  the  plaintiff  held  four  closes,  althoogb  it 
turned  out  in  proof  that  he  held  six.  The  modo  etjbrmdf 
therefore^  is  not  a  part  of  the  matter  in  issue  {Hob.  78. )» 
particularly  since  the  statute.  In  P^ige  v.  Ciuck(c)f 
where  in  replevin  the  defendant  avowed  for  rent  in 
arrear  for  a  dwelling-house  with  the  appurtenapces, 
and  it  appeared  in  evidence  the  plaintiff  merely  occupied 
the  upper  part  of  the  house,  and  that  the  ahop  and  yaid 
were  in  the  occupations  of  other  tenants,  it  was  hdd  to 
beAo  variance. 


Wilde.  The  question  on  this  avowry  arises  on  the 
tenancy  of  the  Plainti£^  and  not  on  the  right  of  the  De» 
fendant  to  rent :  he  cannot  be  said  to  have  severed  when 
he  has  made  cognizance  for  a  whole  rent  of  170/*,  being 
entitled  to  jk>  more  than  two^thirds;  and  though  he 
may  avow  generally  under  the  statute,  he  must  avow 
truly,  otherwise  the  judgment  would  be  no  bar  to  another 

{a)  6  Eattt  434.         X^)  6  B.  ^  C.  34-  (0  zo  B.  Mfiore,  264. 

action. 
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•ction.  ClohDorthf  ▼.  Mkhelj  and  Hargrove  v.  Shemm^ 
turned  altogether  upon  the  issues  raised,  and  not  on  the 
safficiency  of  the  avowry.  In  Forty  v.  Imber^  the 
question  was  not  as  to  the  avowant's  tide,  but  merely  as 
to  the  quantum  due  of  rent  undisputedly  vested  in  him ; 
and  a  landlord  may  always,  under  an  avowry  for  a 
certaiB  aom,  prove  a  less  sum  to  be  due.  In  Page  v. 
CSaci,  the  plaintiff  had  merely  underlet  part 


1829. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  We  think  that,  in  this  case,  a  v^ diet 
must  be  entered  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  issue  which  the 
Defiendant  has  failed  to  establish,  is  in  the  first  plea  in 
bar,  where  the  Plaintiff  avers  that  he  did  not  hold 
the  premises  in  manner  and  form  as  the  Defendant  has 
alleged;  and  though  the  words  modo  et  /ormd  do  not 
embrace  every  part  of  the  Defendant's  allegation,  yet 
(hey  have  always  been  held  to  embrace  the  contract 
betweeD  the  pardes.  If  authority  were  requisite^  Brown 
Y.  Sayce  is  a  distinct  authority  to  that  point;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  there  is  not  here  a  distinct  alle^ 
gation,  that  the  Plaintiff's  holding  was  at  170/.  a  year 
fer  the  Defendant's  interest  in  the  premises.  The  statute 
11  6.2.  was  never  meant  to  relieve  the  avowant  from 
stating  truly,  though  generally,  the  contract  between  the 
parties.  If  this  case  had  occurred  before  the  statute, 
the  Defendant  must  have  shewn  the  devise  of  the  pro- 
perty by  Bradney  to  the  three  trustees ;  the  conveyance  to 
him  by  two  of  them ;  and  the  distress  for  two-thirds  of 
die  rent.  Since  the  statute  a  shorter  mode  of  avowing 
is  permitted ;  but  the  allegations  essiential  to  the  contract 
nnst  still  correspond  with  the  fact.  The  Defendant  states 
that  the  Plaintiff  holds  the  premises  as  tenant  to  Tate 
at  not*  a  year :  that  allegation  he  has  failed  to  prove.  If 
a  second  distress  were  made  for  the  whole  rent  by  the 
other  trustee,  how  could  the  judgment  in  the  present 
case  be  pleaded  in  bar,  when  the  record  nowhere  dis- 
closes 
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closes  what  the  precise  interest  of  the  Defendant  is,  and 
what  the  extent  of  his  contract  with  the  Plaintiff? 

There  is  a  variance  between  the  contract  alleged  and 
the  contract  proved,  and  the  verdict  must  therefore  be 
entered  for  the  Plaintiff. 


.  Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Since  the  statute 
11  G.  2.  the  landlord  may  avow  generally ;  but  what  he 
does  allege  he  must  allege  truly.  Page  v.  Chuck  has  no 
analogy  with  the  present  case. 

BuRROUGH  J.  Although  the  landlord  may  avow 
generally  since  the  statute,  he  must  prove  his  title  to  the 
rent  as  he  alleges  it.  ' 

Here  he  has  alleged  a  title  to  the  whole  of  the  rent 
payable  by  the  Plaintiff,  whereas  he  could  only  support 
bis  claim  to  two-thirds.  The  cognizance,  therefore,  is 
not  supported  by  the  proof,  and  none  of  the  cases  cited 
for  the  defendant  have  any  bearing  on  the  subject. 

Gaselee  J.  The  only  difficulty  I  felt  was  occasioned 
by  the  case  from  Winch ;  but  that  turns  on  the  form  of 
the  issue,  which  was,  whether  a  devise  was  properly 
pleaded. 

Here  there  is  an  allegation  that  the  Plaintiff  held  at 
a  rent  of  170/.,  which  means,  payable  to  the  party  dis- 
training ;  if  not,  an  avowry  is  of  no  use.  But  the  Plain- 
tiff did  not  hold  as  tenant  of  the  whole  to  the  Defendant 
at  a  rent  of  170/.,  but  as  tenant  of  his  two-thirds  at  a 
rent  of  170/.  for  the  whole. 

Rule  absolute* 


IN  THE  Tekth  Year  of  GEO.  IV.  lod 
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William  Day  t;.  Stuart.  JuJj  i. 

ASSUMPSIT  by  the  holder  against  the  Defendant,  a  bill  vdd 
as  the  drawer  and  indorser  of  a  bill  of  exchange  "^dcr  xht 

for  311/.  175.  6A  .  f^'^a"£ 

act  IS  ayauable 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  London  sittings  in  in  the  hands 
this  term,  the  Plaintiff  having  called  a  witness  to  prove  ^f.  ^^jS^ 
that  the  bill  was  indorsed  to  him  for  value,  the  defence  notice. 
set  up  was,  that  this  bill  had  been  given  by  the  acceptor 
to  the  drawer  for  the  amount  of  differences  in  time 

bargains  in  the  public  funds,  contrary  to  the  form  of 

« 

the  stock-jobbing  acts ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff,  through 
his  uncle  James  Day^  from  whom  he  had  taken  the  bill, 
was  privy  to  this  illegality.  Of  this,  however,  there  was 
no  dear  evidence.  An  entry  for  the  amount  of  the  bill 
in  the  acceptor's  book  was  read  in  evidence,  and  was  as 
follows:  —  "To  differences  in  consols  811/.  175.  6d." 

And  a  witness  was  called,  who  said,  differences  might 
mean  differences  in  point  of  time. 

The  Chief  Justice  told  the  jury  that  differences  might 
have  a  l^al  meaning,  and  that  they  were  to  determine 
whether  the  parties  meant  differences  in  point  of  time, 
or  differences  between  stock  bought  and  stock  sold. 

The  jury  having  found  for  the  Plaintiff,  Taddy  Serjt. 
moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  on  the  ground  that  the 
entry  in  the  acceptor's  book  was  sufficient  to  shew  that 
the  bill  was  given  for  time  differences ;  and  if  so,  was 
absolutely  void.  {Tindal  C.  J.  Supposing  the  fact  to 
have  been  so,  it  was  not  shewn  that  the  holder  had  any 
notice  of  it ;  and  Edwards  v.  Dick  {a)  has  decided  that  a 
bill,  void  to  all  Intents  and  purposes,  may  be  available  in 
the  hands  of  an  indorsee  without  notice.] 

{a)  4  J.  &f  ^.  ax9. 

That 
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That  was  a  case  on  the  gaming  laws.  But  in  Steers 
V.  LasMey  (a),  stock-jobbing  was  decided  to  be  a  good 
defence  even  against  a  bondjide  holder. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  am  not  aware  that,  if  the  cause  were 
heard  again,  a  different  direction  could  be  given  to  the 
jury ;  and  if  the  case  of  Edwards  v.  Dkk  had  occuned 
to  me  at  the  trial,  1  must  have  charged  them  more  ui^ 
&vourably  for  the  Defendant  than  1  did.  The  De- 
fendant had  the  benefit  of  the  witness  who  stated  du|t 
differences  might  mean  differences  in  time;  his  ceedSk 
went  to  the  jury ;  but  I  am  not  prepared  to  go  so  fiur  it 
to  say  that  differences  must  necessarily  mean  iB^jol 
differences.  I  think  a  new  trial  ought  not  to  be 
granted. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring,  the  rule  was 

Refused, 

{a)  6T.JEL  6x. 


Jufy%. 


Adams  and  Others  v.  Bateson. 


It  is  a  fktal 
Tiriance  to 
detcribe  a 
bond,  condi- 
tioned for 
payment  by 
j1^  B»9  and 
C,  as  a  bond 
conditioned 


nPHE  Plaintiff  declared  against  Baieson  alone^  on  a 
bond  in  the  penal  sum  of  2000/.,  subject  to  a  con- 
dition, that  if  Batesouj  Beay^  and  Robinson^  any  or  either 
of  them,  should  pay  Plaintiff  lOOOZ.  in  manner  and  at 
the  times  therein  mentioned,  the  bond  should  be  void. 
Breach,  that  on  a  certain  day  700/^  parcel  of  the  lOOQLy 

with  interest,  was  due  and  payable  from  the  Defendan^t 
for  payment  - 

by  jf.f  B.9  and  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  Bobinson,  and  had  not  been  paid.     Per 

D.,  although    quod  actio  accrevit. 

•ereral  as  well       ^'®*^*  ^^^  est  fachm.     At  the  trial,  London  sittings 
as  joint,  and     after  Michaelmas  term  1828,  by  a  special  verdict  it  ww 

die  action  be    found  that  the  bond  was  a  joint  and  several  bond,  ex- 
broQght 

against  A.  severally,  and  he,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  alteration,  have  paid  a  part 
by  instalment. 

ecuted 
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eetited  by  Bateson^  Iteay^  and  one  Hall.  That  the  ftaid 
bond,  and  the  said  condition,  after  the  making,  sealing, 
ttd  delivery  thereof  by  the  said  Defendant,  were,  by  the 
direction  of  one  Machellj  (the  borrower  of  the  said  sum 
of  10002.  in  the  said  condition  mentioned,  and  for  the 
payment  whereof  the  said  bond  was  made  and  executed,) 
Aered  and  varied  in  this,  that  the  words  following,  to 
wit,  John  Hall  of  Lancaster^  spirit  merchant,  were 
erased  out  of  the  said  bond,  and  the  words  following, 
t»  wit,  Thomas  Bobinxm  of  Liverpooly  ship-broker  and 
meidiant,  were  substituted  jn  lieu  thereof;  and  also 
that  the  words  following,  to  wit,  John  Hatt,  were 
erased  out  of  the  condition  of  the  said  bond  and  the 
words  following,  to  wit,  Thomas  Robimon^  were  sub- 
stttoted  in  lieu  thereof;  to  which  said  alterations  the 
said  Plttntiffi  assented,  previously  to  the  said  alterations 
er  any  of  them  being  made :  and  that  the  said  bond, 
sobject  to  the  said  condition  so  altered  as  aforesaid, 
was  thereupon  signed,  sealed,  and  delivered,  by  the 
nid  Thomas  Robinson,  who  was  another  and  a  different 
person  from  the  said  John  Hall.  . 

That  the  aforesaid  substitution  of  the  name  of  the 
laid  Thonuis  Robinson  for  that  of  the  said  John  Hall, 
in  the  said  bond  and  the  condition  thereof,  was  made 
without  the  assent,  knowledge,  permission,  or  authority 
ef  the  said  D^ndant,  and  that  he  the  said  Defendant 
liid  never  re-executed  the  said  bond. 

That  the  said  Defendant,  since  the  making  of  the 
Mid  alteration  in  the  said  bond  and  condition,  and 
widi  full  knowledge  thereof,  had  assented  thereto,  by 
acknowledging  his  liability  to  pay  the  said  sum  of 
1000^,  with  the  said  interest,  in  the  said  condition 
owndoned,  and  by  the  payment  of  certain  of  the  in- 
stalments. And  if  upon  the  whole  matter  the  Court 
should  esteem  it  the  bond  of  the  Defendant,  they  found 
fer  the  Plaintiff;  if  the  Court  should  deem  it  otherwise, 
they  found  for  the  Defendant. 

The 
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1829.  The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  term,  by  Taddy  Serjt* 

for  the  Plaintiffs,  and  Stephen  Serjt  for  the  Defendant.  . 
On  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  it  was  contended,  that  as 
the  Defendant  was  severally  liable,  and  declared  against 
as  such,  the  bond,  as  to  this  action,  must  be  considered 
as  his  bond  alone*  If  it  were  his  bond  alone,  he  could 
take  no  notice  of  any  proceeding  affecting  another, 
several  obligor.  As  far  as  regarded  the  Defendants 
therefore,  the  bond  was  not  avoided  by  any  alteration 
which  merely  substituted  one  several  obligor  for  an- 
other. The  Defendant's  liability  remained  unchanged, 
and  that  was  the  principal  test  as  to  the  materiality  of 
alterations  in  deeds:  if  the  Defendant's  liability  were 
unchanged,  the  alteration,  especially  as  having  been 
made  by  a  stranger,  was  immaterial,  and  the  variance 
between  the  bond  set  out  and  that  given  in  evidence 
was  equally  immaterial.  That  was  the  effect  of  all  the 
authorities  which  had  recently  been  reviewed  and  col« 
lected  in  Hudson  v.  Revett,  (a)  But,  at  all  events^ 
the  Defendant  •  had  recognized  the  alteration,  and 
adopted  the  bond  in  its  altered  state  by  subsequent 
assent.  The  payment  by  instalments  was  proof  that  he 
had  taken  the  benefit  of  the  instrument,  and  if  so,  must 
incur  the  onus. 

For  the  Defendant,  it  was  argued,  that  no  assent  ex- 
cept by  deed  could  restore  the  validity  of  a  deed 
avoided  by  alteration;  that  the  materiality  did  not 
depend  on  the  consequences,  but  on  the  kind  of  alter- 
ation ;  that  this  was  an  alteration  of  the  condition,  which 
was  in  fact  an  alteration  of  the  contract ;  and  the  De- 
fendant might  have  seen  reasons  for  consenting  to  be 
bound  jointly  and  severally  with  Reay  and  Robinson^ 
and  for  refusing  to  be  so  bound  with  Reay  and  HaU. 

(jo)  s  Bingb,  368.  *  Having  argument  is  much  abridged,  ju 
l>een  so  recently  referred  to,  they  the  judgment  of  the  Court  turned 
are  not  repeated  here ;  and  the     exclusively  on  the  variance. 

The 
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The  materiality,  therefore,  of  the  variance  upon  non 
at  factum  was  manifest :  the  Defendant  had  executed  a 
bond  conditioned  for  payment  by  himself,  B£ay^  and 
Bobinsofij  and  had  not  executed  a  bond  conditioned  for 
payment  by  himself,  Reay^  and  Hall.  But  whether  the 
alteration  were  material  or  not,  it  avoided  the  bond, 
because  it  was  made  with  the  privity  of  the  obh'gee,  and 
without  the  privity  of  the  obligor.  Ptgofs  case  {a) ;  Bay^ 
lea  ▼.  Dinehf.  {b) 


lfi29. 


Adams 
Batbbon* 


In  reply  It  was  argued,  that  there  was  no  necessity  for 
setdng  out  the  condition  of  the  bond  in  the  declaration, 
and  that  as  the  Defendant's  obligation  was  several,  the 
eflfect  of  the  condition,  as  far  as  regarded  this  action,  was, 
several  payment  by  him. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  this  day  delivered  by 
Park  J.,  who,  after  reading  the  pleadings  and  special 
verdict,  proceeded, 

Two  points  have  been  made  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fiaidant:  first,  that  the  bond  is  avoided  by  the  alter- 
ation which  has  been  made ;  and,  secondly,  that  there  is  a 
material  variance  between  the  condition  set  out  and 
that  which  appears  on  the  bond  given  in  evidence.  Our 
o|Nnion  on  the  second  point  renders  it  unnecessary  t6 
decide  the  first.  The  bond  produced,  so  far  from  being 
a  bond  conditioned  for  payment  by  the  three  persons 
named  in  the  declaration,  is  a  bond  for  payment  by  three 
persona,  one  of  whom  is  not  named  in  the  declaration. 
We  confine  our  decision  to  this  point.     There  must  be 

Judgment  for  the  Defendant. 


Best  C.  J.  was  not  present  at  the  argument. 


(a)  zx  Rep.  a;. 

Vol.  VI. 


lb)  zM.^S.  A77^ 
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JufyS'  SiMONDs  and  Loder  v.  Hodgson. 


The  master  of  T^HE  first  count  of  the  declaration  was  as  follows :  — 
himMlf  and  Whereas  heretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  29th  March^  in 

the  brig  for  the  year  of  our  Lord  1823,  in  parts  beyond  the  seas,  to 
tim^^S'  wit,  at  Copenhagen,  in  the  kingdom  of  Denmark,  to  wit, 
rowed  to  re-  at  London,  one  William  Adams,  then  and  there  being 
pair  her  in  a  commander  of  a  certain  schooner  brig  called  the  C6i- 
with  1%  per  ^^nce>  of  Bristol  i|i  Greai  Britain,  according  to  the 
cent,  bottomry  custom  of  merchants,  made  his  certain  writing  obliga- 
P."?^"™*  tory,  or  bottomry  bond,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  said 
after  his  arri«     William  Adams  j  which  said  writing  obligatory  the  said 

^Jl?  ^^f^*  Plaintiffs  now  brinir  here  into  Court,  the  date  whereof 

The  lender    .      ,  _  ^-  r  •  j         j    i. 

effected  an  in-  ^^  ^^  same  day  and  year  aforesaid,  and  the  tenor  as 

surance  on  the  follows :  -— 

th  '  *r   *  d  "  ^*  ^'^®  underwritten  William  Adams,  commander  of 

scribed  his  in-  the  schooner  brig  Clarence,  of  Bristol  in  Great  Britaifi, 
terest  to  be  on  lying  in  the  harbour  of  Copenhagen,  having  on  my  pas- 

bottomry  i 

Heldy  that     ^g^  ^^^^  ^'  Petersburgh  to  London  had  the  misfortune 
this  was  not      to  run  the  said  schooner  brig  on  shore  upon  Fosterbome 
that*\^c^n^    JR^^   Coast  Sweden,   where  she  received   considerable 
description        damage,  and  being  unable  to  proceed  in  that  state  oa 
was  fatal.         j^^j.  voyage,  was  compelled  to  put  into  this  port  to  dis- 
charge and  repair   the  damage;   to   pay  the  charges 
and  expences  attending  the  said  repairs,  unloading  and 
reloading,  and  putting  the  said  ship  in  a  state  to  proceed 
on  her  voyage,  being  loaded  with  a  cargo  of  tallow,  &€•  . 
I  have  borrowed  and  received  from  Messrs.  Bel/our, 
Ellah,   and   RainaUs,   and    Co.,  of  Elsineur,  the  sum 
of  1077/.  ns.  9d.  sterling,  to  pay  for  the  above-men- 
tioned repairs,  together  witli  labourage,  commissions, 
and  other  adherent  expences  proceeding  from  the  said 

mis* 
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misfortune)  without  which  having  been  paid  and  done 
the  said  schooner  brig  could  not  proceed  on  her  de- 
stined voyage  to  London ;  and  having  received  in  hand 
the  above-mentioned  sum  of  1077/.  175,  9d.  sterling, 
I  bind  myself)  my  heirs,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
particularly  the  above-mentioned  schooner  brig  Clarence, 
together  with  all  the  apparel,  tackle,  boats,  and  stores 
of  every  kind  belonging  to  the  said  schooner  brig, 
tt  well  as  her  present  freight  and  cargo,  consisting 
of  tallow,  lathwood,  &c.  thankfully  to  consent  and  pay 
to  the  said  Messrs.  Bel/bur,  EUah,  Rainallsj  and  Co. 
aforesaid,  or  their  attornies  or  assigns,  the  above 
mentioned  sum  of  1077/.  lis.  9d^  sterling,  with  12  per 
cent,  bottomry  premium,  all  postages  and  reasonable 
cbarges  attending  recovering  the  same:  and  putting 
aside  all  and  every  detention  of  law,  arbitration,  or 
reference,  I  do  further  hereby  bind  myself,  said 
schooner  brig  Clarence^  her  freight  and  cargo  of  every 
kind,  to  the  full  and  complete  payment  of  said  sum,  with 
dl  cbarges  thereon,  in  eight  days  after  my  arrival  at  the 
aforementioned  port  of  London  :  and  I  do  hereby  make 
liable  the  said  vessel,  her  freight  and  cargo,  whether  she 
do  or  do  not  arrive  at  the  above-mentioned  port  of 
Londcuj  in  preference  to  all  other  debts  and  claims; 
declaring  hereby  that  the  said  vessel  is  at  present  free 
from  all  incumbrances  whatsoever,  and  that  this  pledge 
or  bottomry  has  now  and  must  have  preference  to  all 
other  claims  and  charges  in  any  shape  or  manner,  until 
sudi  sum  of  1077/.  175.  9^.  sterling,  with  12  per  cent* 
bottomry  premium,  making  together  1207/.  45.  8d  sterl- 
ing, with  lawful  interest,  and  all  charges  are  duly  paid 
in  nxmey  of  Great  Britain^  or  until  the  said  Messrs. 
Bdfimr,  EUah^  Rainallsy  and  Co.  of  Elsineur^  or  their 
nsigns,  have  declared  themselves  in  writing  fully  satis- 
fied with  security  given  for  such  payment,''  as  by  the 
said  writing  obligatory,  reference  being  thereunto  had, 

folly  appeals : 
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And  whereas  the  said  Messrs.  Belfour,  Ellahf  JRainaUsr 
and  Co.,  in  the  said  writing  obligatory  mentioned,  did  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to 
wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  as  the  agents  of  and  on  account  and 
behalf  and  at  request  of  the  said  Plaintiffs,  lend  and 
advance  to  the  said  William  Adams  the  said  sum  of 
1077/.  175.  9(L  of  the  monies  of  them  the  said  Piaintiflb, 
on  bottomry,  in  manner  and  for  the  purposes  and  on  the 
conditions  in  the  said  writing  obligatory  specified :  and 
whereas,  the  said  writing  obligatory  was  made  and  exe** 
cuted  to  the  said  Messrs.  Bclfimr^  Ellah^  Rainalls,  and 
Co.  as  such  agents  of  the  said  Plaintiffs,  and  on  their 
behalf  and  for  their  use  and  benefit,  whereof  the  said. 
JViUiam  Adams  then  and  there  had  notice : 

And  whereas,  after  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obli«' 
gatory,  and  after  the  lending  and  advancing  of  the  said 
sum  of  1077/.  175.  9(/.,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  the  said 
William  May  Simonds  on  behalf  of  himself  and  the  said 
Giles  Lodei\  according  to  the  usage  and  custom  of  mer- 
chants, caused  to  be  made  a  certain  writing  or  policy  of 
assurance,  containing  therein  that  the  said  William  May 
SimofidSf  by  the  name  and  addition  of  W.  M.  Simonds^ 
Esq.,  as  well  in  his  own  name  as  for  and  in  the  name 
and  names  of  all  and  every  person  or  persons  to  whom 
the  same  did,  might,  or  should  appertain  in  part  or  in 
all,  did  make  assurance  and  cause  himself  and  them  and 
every  of  them  to  be  insured,  lost  or  not  lost  at  and  from 
Eisineur  to  London^  upon  any  kind  of  goods  and  mer- 
chandizes, and  also  upon  the  body,  tackle,  apparel^ 
ordnance,  munition,  artillery,  boat,  and  other  furniture 
of  and  in  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  the  Clarence^ 
&c.  (in  the  usual  form,)  continuing  the  adventure  until 
the  said  ship,  &c.  with  all  her  ordnance,  tackle,  apparel, 
&c.  and  goods  and  merchandizes  whatsoever  should  be 
arrived  at  London^  and  until  she  had  moored  at  anchof 
twenty-four  hours  in  good  safety,  &c. ;  and  that  the  said 
skipy  4rc,  goods  and  merchandizes,  he.  for  so  muck  aseon^ 

cemed 
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cemed  the  assured^  by  agreement  between  the  assured  and 
assurers  in  that  policy ^  were  and  should  be  valued  at  L 
vn  bottomry^  free  from  average^  and  without  benefit  of 
salvage :  as  by  the  said  writing  or  policy  of  assurance, 
reference  being  thereunto  had,  will  more  fully  appear; 
of  all  which  said  premises  the  said  Defendant  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  had  notice : 

And  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  in 
consideration  that  the  Plaintiffs,  at  the  special  instance 
and  request  of  the  Defendant,  had  then  and  there  paid 
to  him   a   large   sum   of  money,  to   wit,    the  sum  of 
\L  I  \s.  6df.,  as  a  premium  and  reward  for  the  assurance 
of  200/.  of  and  upon  the  premisies  in  the  said  writing  or 
policy  of  assurance  mentioned,  and  had  then  and  there 
ondertaken,  and  to  the  Defendant  faithfully  promised  to 
perform  aud  fulfil  all  things  in  the  said  writing  or  policy 
of  assurance  contained,  on  the  part  and  behalf  of  the  as- 
sured, to  be  done,  performed,  and  fulfilled,  the  Defendant 
undertook,  and  to  the  Plaintiffs  then  and  there  faithfully 
promised  that  the  Defendant  would  become  and  be  an 
assurer  to  the  Plaintiffs  for  the  sum  of  200/.,  of  and  upon 
the  premises  in  the  said  writing  or  policy  of  assurance 
mentioned,   and  would  perform  all  things  in  the  said 
writing  or  policy  of  insurance  contained  on  his  part  and 
behalf  as  such  assurer  of  the  said  sum  of  200/.,  to  be 
performed  and  fulfilled;  and  the  Defendant  then  and 
there  became  an  assurer  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  then  and 
there  duly  subscribed  the  said  writing  or  policy  of  assur- 
ance as  such  assurer  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at,  &c. 

And  the  Plainti£&  further  say,  that  the  ship  or  vessel 
in  the  said  policy  mentioned  is  the  same  ship  or  vessel  in 
the  said  writing  obligatory  mentioned,  and  that  the  sum 
of  200/.  insured  by  the  said  policy  was  by  way  of 
msurance  of  part  of  the  said  sum  of  1207/.  45.  Sd.  in 
the  said  writing  obligatory  mentioned;  and  that  the 
said  bottomry  in  the  said  policy  mentioned  is  the  same 
bottomi^  in  said  writing  obligatory  mentioned ;  and  that 

I  *j  here- 
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heretofore,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  the  said  ship  or  vessel  with 
her  said  cargo  in  the  said  writing  obligatory  men- 
tioned, in  the  prosecution  of  her  said  voyage  (ix)m 
St-  Petersburgh  to  London^  in  the  writing  obligatory 
mentioned,  departed  and  set  sail  firom  Copenhagen  afore- 
said, and  in  the  course  of  that  voyage  arrived  at  £/- 
sineur  in  the  said  policy  mentioned;  and  on,  &c.  the 
fiaid  ship  and  cargo  were  in  good  safety,  to  wit,  at 
Elsineur  therein  mentioned;  and  that  the  Plaintifis  at 
the  time  of  making  the  said  insurance,  and  continually 
afterwards,  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  loss  hereinafter 
mentioned,  were  interested  in  the  said  bottomry  in  the 
said  insurance  to  a  large  value  and  amount,  to  wit,  to 
the  value  and  amount  of  all  the  monies  by  them  ever 
insured  or  caused  to  be  insured  thereon;  and  that  the  said 
policy  was  made  on  the  said  bottomry  to  and  for  the 
use  and  benefit  and  on  the  account  of  the  said  Plain- 
tiffs, to  wit,  at,  &c. 

And  the  Plaintiffs  further  say,  that  afterwards,  to  wit, 
on,  &c.  the  said  ship  with  the  said  cargo  on  board 
thereof,  in  prosecution  of  her  said  voyage  from  St. 
Petersburgh^  departed  and  set  sail  from  Elsineur  afore- 
said on  her  said  intended  voyage  in  the  said  policy 
mentioned ;  and  afterwards,  and  whilst  she  was  proceed- 
ing on  the  said  voyage,  and  before  she  arrived  at  Z^on- 
don  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  was  by  and  through  the 
force  of  stormy  and  tempestuous  weather,  and  by  the 
perils  and  dangers  of  the  seas,  wrecked,  stranded, 
driven  on  shore,  and  wholly  lost,  and  never  did  pro- 
ceed on  the  same  or  any  other  voyage,  and  never  did 
arrive  at  ZiOn^n  aforesaid ;  and  the  said  cargo  thereby 
became  and  was  spoiled,  damaged,  destroyed,  and 
wholly  lost;  and  the  said  freight,  also  in  the  said  waiting 
obligatory  mentioned,  became  and  was  by  reason  of  the 
premises  wholly  lost,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  whereof  t)ie  sjtid 
Defendant  afterwards^  to  wit,  on,  &c.  there  had  notice. 
By  reason  whereof  the  said  Defendant  then  and  there 
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became  and  was  liable  to  pay,  and  ought  to  have  paid 
the  said  sum  of  200^  so  by  him  insured  as  aforesaid,  ac- 
cording to  the  meaning  and  effect  of  the  said  writing  or 
policy  of  insurance,  and  of  his  said  promise  and  undeiv 
so  by  him  made  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at,  &c. 
Demurrer  and  joinder. 


1829. 


SiMONOS 
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WSde  Seijt.  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  bond 
set  ont  is  not  a  bottomry  bond ;  the  declaration,  there- 
fore, is  ill  in  two  respects :  first,  because  it  mbdescribes 
the  bond;  and,  secondly,  because  it  discloses  no  in« 
sorable  interest,  unless  the  bond  be  a  bottomly  bond. 
A  bottomry  contract  exists  only  where  money  lent  is 
hazarded  on  the  bottom  of  a  ship,  and  is  payable  only 
on  her  arrival  at  the  end  of  her  voyage. 

In  the  present  contract,  the  master  having  bound 
himself  personally,  the  payment  of  the  sum  borrowed 
never  depended  on  the  arrival  of  the  ship.  The  lender 
might  have  demanded  it,  according  to  the  bond, 
althoagh  the  ship  never  left  Elsinevr.  The  contract  is 
without  benefit  of  salvage  and  free  from  average,  and  the 
Plaintiff^s  money  never  was  in  risk. 

Stephen  Seijt  conird.  There  must,  no  doubt,  be  some 
risk  where  money  is  lent  on  bottomry ;  according  to  the 
definition  given  by  Blackstotie,  *^  Bottomry  is  in  the 
nature  of  a  mortgage  of  a  ship ;  when  the  owner  takes 
up  money  to  enable  him  to  carry  on  his  voyage,  and 
pledges  the  keel  or  bottom  of  the  ship  {pars  pro  toto) 
as  a  security  for  repayment :  in  which  case  it  is  under- 
stood that  if  the  ship  be  lost,  the  lender  loses  his  whole 
money;  but  if  it  returns  in  safety,  then  he  shall  receive 
back  his  principal,  and  also  the  premium  or  interest 
agreed  upon,  however  it  may  exceed  the  legal  rate  of  in- 
terest;'' but  the  risk  may  be  more  or  less;  and  this  case 
falls  within  the  statutory  definition  in  the  preamble  of 
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6  G.  1.  c.  18.  Bottomry  bonds  vary  in  form;  and  in  Ap- 
pendix, No.  2.  of  Abbott  on  Shippings  is  a  form  which 
comes  near  the  present.  Policies  on  bottomry,  containing 
the  condition  ^^  without  benefit  of  salvage,  and  free  from 
average,"  are  effected  in  Denmark  and  Spain ;  Busk  v. 
F€aron(a\  Walpole  v.  Ewer  (i);  and  by  19  G.  2.  c.  37.  in 
respondentia  on  East  India  voyages.  But  the  effect  of 
the  instrument  here  is,  that  the  money  shall  only  be  paid 
on  the  arrival  of  the  ship.  *^  After  my  arrival,"  means 
after  my  arrival  as  master  of  the  ship.  Even  the  master'a 
personal  arrival  is  a  matter  of  contingency,  and  places 
the  money  at  hazard.  That  contingency  is  sufficient  to 
render  this  a  contract  of  bottomry ;  apd  if  there  were 
any  doubt,  the  employment  of  the  word  bottomry  in  the 
bond  ought  to  be  conclusive. 


Wilde.  The  form  in  the  Appendix  to  Abbott  on 
Shipping  is  the  form  of  an  East  India  bond ;  and  the 
3tatutory  regulations  of  East  India  voyages  do  not  apply 
to  ordinary  bottomry.  Risk  on  the  ship's  bottom  is  of 
the  essence  of  the  contract  Here,  if  the  master  ar- 
rived, the  money  might  be  recovered  although  the  ship 
were  lost 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  Our  judgment  must  be  for  the  De- 
fendant When  the  underwriter  entered  into  a  contract 
in  which  the  interest  of  the  assured  was  described  to  be 
an  interest  on  bottomry,  he  expected,  no  doubt,  that  it 
would  be  what  is  ordinarily  termed  bottomry  interest; 
but  such  a  description  of  the  bond  and  of  the  Plaintiff's 
interest  is  manifestly  false,  since  the  Piaintifi^s  claim 
ander  it  does  not  depend  on  the  risk  of  the  voyage,  but^ 
according  to  the  terms  employed,  may  be  made  whether 
the  ship  do  or  do  not  arrive. 


(a)  4  Bajh  3%S' 


(i)  Pari  on  Inj.A*3»  4th  edit. 

Park 
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'  Park  J.  In  Glover  v.  Black  (a)  it  was  decided,  that 
when  the  interest  of  the  assured  is  in  bottomry  or'respon^ 
^kniioj  it  roust  be  mentioned  in  the  policy ;  but  the  in- 
terest here  is  of  a  nature  totally  different  from  bottomry 
or  respondenlicu  Lord  Kenyon  was  new  in  his  office 
when  Walpde  v.  Ewer  was  decided,  and  the  decision  did 
not  give  saUsfaction.  Mr.  Justice  BuUer  in  Newman  v« 
Cazalet  {b)  differed,  but  put  the  decision  on  the  ground 
of  usage  in  the  particular  case ;  and  Lord  Ellenborougk 
ia  Power  v.  Whitmore{c)  decided  contrary  to  Walpole 
▼.  Emer. 
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Hodgson, 


BuRBOUGH  J.  and  Gaselee  J.  concurred  in  giving 

Judgment  for  the  Defendant. 

(a)  3  Burr.  Z394.         {b)  Park  on  Iru.  424*        (0  aM.I^S.  l^U 


Curling  v.  Shuttleworth. 


Juljz. 


'^rmS   was  an  action  on  the  case,  brought   by  the  ^7  *  ^*^  ®f 
Plaintiff  to  recover  from  the  Defendant  the  sum  „,    *,.^JLi 
of  S22/.,  and  interest  thereon,  at  5 per  cent.,,  from  the  5th  to  mortgaigee 

October  l%2%.  apoUcyofin- 

surance ;  in  a 
The  declaration  contained  the  usual  money  counts,  deed  of  28x3, 

a  count  for  interest,  and  on  an  account  stated.     The  between  the 
cause  was  tried  at  the  first  London  sittings  in  Easter  ^^^ afurther 

term  last,  when  a  verdict  was,  by  consent,  taken  for  the  advance,  there 

was  a  power 
to  tell  the  policy  if  the  mortgage  money  were  not  paid  on  a  given  day ;  but  upon  a 
farther  advance  in   x8ai,  with  conversion  of  unpaid  interest  into  principal  by  a 
third  deed,  the  power  was  omitted : 

The  mortgagee  hiving  afterwards  advertised  the  policy  for  sale  under  a  power% 
and  the  mortgagor  having  refused  to  concur  in  the  conveyance. 

Held,  that  a  purchaser  was  entitled  to  recover  back  the  deposit  money  paid  on 
the  sale. 

Plaintiff, 
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PlaintiflT,  damages  500/.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  on  the  following  case :  — 

The  Defendant,  who  was  an  auctioneer,  offered  for 
sale  by  auction  two  policies  of  assurance,  in  the  So- 
ciety for  Equitable  Assurances,  according  to  certain  ' 
particulars  and  conditions  of  sale.  The  particulars 
stated  that  such  policies  would  be  sold  by  order  of  the 
executors  of  the  mortgagee,  John  Chatfieldy  Esq.,  de- 
ceased, and  under  apcmer  of  sale. 

The  Plaintiff  attended  the  sale,  and  was  declared  the 
purchaser  of  the  second  lot  mentioned  in  the  particulars 
of  sale,  for  the  sum  of  1610/.  The  lot  was  described  as 
a  Policy  of  Assurance,  No.  241 43,  for  the  sum  of  2000/^ 
effected  with  the  Equitable  Society,  Blackfriars,  June 
18th,  1808,  by  a  gentleman  now  in  the  61st  year  of  his 
age  or  thereabouts,  with  the  accumulations  thereon, 
amounting  to  1100/.  or  thereabouts,  making  in  the 
whole  3100/.  or  thereabouts,  annual  premium  69/.  165. 
The  fourth  condition  of  sale  provided  that  the  pur- 
chasers should,  at  their  own  expense,  have  proper  as- 
signments from  the  vendors,  on  payment  of  the  residue 
of  the  purchase-money.  The  Plaintiff  paid  the  sum  of 
322/.  as  a  xleposit. 

The  Plaintiff  also  signed  the  following  agi^ment,  en- 
dorsed on  a  particular  of  sale. 

*^  I  hereby  agree  to  purchase  Lot  2.  described  in  this 
particular  agreeably  to  the  annexed  conditions,  and  to 
give  for  the  same  the  sum  of  one  thousand  six  hundred 
and  ten  pounds." 

On  the  2ist  oi  October  1828,  an  abstract  of  the  title  of 
the  vendors  to  the  policy  was  delivered  by  their  solicitors 
to  the  solicitors  of  the  Plainti£^  which  set  out  the  follow* 
ing  documents;  (viz.) 

A  policy  of  insurance  in  the  usual  form,  dated  the 
18th  June  1808,  numbered  24,143,  and  under  the  hands 

and 
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imd  seals  of  two  of  the  trustees  of  the  Society  for  Equi- 
table Assurances  on  lives  and  survivorsbips,  on  the  life 
of  Charles  BarikAead,  of  Lower  Grosvenor  Street^  in  the 
coonty  of  Middlesex,  Doctor  of  Medicine :  — 

An  indenture,  of  the  1st  oi  February  1812,  and  made 
between  the  said  Charles  Bankhead  of  the  one  part,  and 
John  Chatfield,  Esq ,  of  the  other  part;  whereby,  in  con- 
sideration of  845/.,  therein  mentioned  to  be  due  and 
owing  from  the  said  Charles  Bankhead  to  the  said  John 
Chatfield,  he,  the  said  Charles  Bankhead,  assigned 
onto  the  said  John  Chatfield,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  together  with  another  policy,  the 
s^d  policy  of  assurance,  and  all  money  then  due  or  to 
become  due  by  virtue  thereof,  subject  to  a  proviso  for 
redemption,  on  payment  of  the  sum  of  845/.  and  interest 
at  Sjper  cent.,  on  the  1st  day  of  March  then  next :  — 

A  deed  poll,  indorsed  on  the  said  last-mentioned  in- 
denture dated  the  3d  of  April  1813,  and  under  the 
band  and  seal  of  the  said  Charles  Bankhead;  reciting  a 
loan  from  the  said  John  Chatfield  to  the  said  Charles 
Bankhead  of  560/.,  in  addition  to  the  said  sum  of  845/., 
the  whole  of  which  sum  of  845/.  and  interest,  as  well  as 
die  said  sum  of  56^1.,  still  remained  due  to  the  said  John 
Chatfield,  and  that  the  said  Charles  Bankhead  had 
agreed  tp  make  such  further  assurance  for  securing  the 
same  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  in  consideration  of  the 
said  sum  of  560/.;  and  for  securing  the  repayment  there* 
0^  and  such  further  sums  as  thereinafter  mentioned, 
with  interest,  the  said  Charles  Bankhead  covenanted  with 
the  said  John  Chatfield,  that  the  said  policy  of  assurance, 
and  all  other  the  premises  by  the  last-mentioned  in- 
denture assigned,  should  stand  charged  with  and  be  a 
security  unto  the  said  John  Chatfield,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, and  assigns,  as  well  for  the  payment  of  the 
said  sum  of  845/.  and  interest,  and  the  said  sum  of  560/. 

and 
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and  interest,  as  also  for  all  such  further  and  other  sum 
and  sums  of  money  as  might  be  advanced  and  lent  oi^ 
paid  unto  or  for  the  said  Charles  Bankhead^  by  the  said 
John  Chatfieldj  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns ; 
or  which  might  be  paid  by  the  said  John  Chatfield^  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  to  the  said  as- 
surance office,  or  otherwise,  to  keep  on  foot  the  said 
policy  and  the  full  benefit  thereof,   together  with  in- 
terest, and  all  such  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  as  therein 
mentioned,  not  exceeding  in  the  whole,  exclusive  of  die 
said  sum  of  84<5/.,  the  sum  of  3000/.;  and  that  the  said 
policies  and  premises  should  not  be  redeemed  or  re- 
deemable, either  in  law  or  in  equity,  until  not  only  the 
said  sum  of  84<5/.  and  interest,  and  560/.  and  interest, 
but  also  all  such  further  sum  and  sums  of  money  which 
might  at  any  time  be  lent,  advanced,  or  paid  by  the  said 
John  Chatfield  to   or   for   the  said  Charles  Bankheadj 
should  be  fully  paid  and  satisBed :   and  for  the  con- 
siderations in  the  said  deed  poll  before  mentioned,  and 
for  better  securing  to  the  said  John  Chatfield^  his  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  and  assigns,  the  due  payment  of 
the  said  several  sums  of  845/.  and  560/.,  and  such  further 
sums  of  money  as  might  be  paid,  advanced,  or  lent  by 
the  said  John  Chatfield^  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  by  virtue  of  the  said  deed  poll,  with  interest  for 
the  same  as  therein  aforesaid,  the  said  Charles  Banlcliead 
did  thereby  expressly  and  fully  authorize  and  empower 
the  said  John  Chatfield^  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns,  in  case  the  said  several  sums  of  845/.  and  560/., 
and  such  (if  any)  further  sum  orsumsof  money  as  might 
be  advanced  or  paid  as  therein  aforesaid,  with  interest 
as  therein  aforesaid,  should  not  be  fully  paid  off  and 
satisfied  to  the  said  John  Chatfield^  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns,  on  or  before  the  1st  d^y  of 
June  then  nexti  at  any  time  or  times  after  the  said  1st 

day 
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day  oijune  then  next,  to  sell  and  absolutely  dispose  of 
tbe  said  policy  of  assurance,  and  all  benefit  and  ad-* 
vantage  thereof,  either  by  public  auction  or  private  con- 
tract, unto  any  person  or  persons  whomsoever,  for  any 
reasonable  price  which  could  at  the  time  of  such  sale  be 
obtained  for  the  same ;  and  to  seal,  execute,  and  deliver 
all  such  deeds,  conveyances,  and  assurances  as  might  be 
requisite  and  proper  for  the  completion  of  such  sale  or 
sales,  and  vesting  the  same  premises  in  the  purchaser  or 
purchasers  thereof,  and  to  stand  possessed  of  and  in- 
terested in  all  and  every  the  sum  and  sums  of  money 
which  should  arise  and  be  produced  from  such  sale  or 
sales,  upon  trust,  after  paying  thereout  the  costs  of 
the  sale,  to  retain  the  said  sums  of  845/.  and  560/.,  and 
such  sum  or  sums  of  money  as  might  thereafter  be  paid, 
advanced,  or  lent  by  the  said  John  Chatfield^  his  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  or  assigns,  in  pursuance  of  the 
said  deed  poll,  or  the  indenture  of  the  1st  February  1 81 2y 
and  interest,  and  to  pay  the  residue  unto  the  said  Charles 
Bankheadj  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns: 
and  it  was  by  the  said  deed  poll  declared,  that  all  con- 
tracts, agreements,  sales,  conveyances,  and  assurances, 
acts,  deeds,  matters,  and  things  which  should  be  entered 
into,  made,  done,  or  executed  by  the  said  John  Chat-- 
Jieldf  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  of  or 
concerning  the  said  policy  and  premises,  should  to  all 
intents  and  purposes  be  valid  and  effectual,  although  the 
said  Charles  Bankhead^  his  executors  or  administrators^ 
should  not  execute,  join,  concur  in,  or  assent  to  the 
same ;  and  that  the  purchaser  or  purchasers  should  be 
entitled  to  have,  hold,  and  enjoy  the  same  against  the 
said  Charles  Bankhead^  his  executors,  administrators, 
and  assigns,  and  all  persons  claiming  or  to  claim  under 
or  in  trust  for  him  or  them,  in  like  manner  as  if  the  said 
Charles   Bankheadj    his    executors,   administrators,   or 

assigns. 
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assigns,  had  been  a  party  to  and  executed  the  convey- 
ance or  assurance  thereof,  free  from  all  equity  and 
benefit  of  redemption,  claim,  and  demand  whatsoever ; 
and  that  the  receipts  of  the  said  John  Chatfield,  his  ex-, 
ecutors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  should  be  so£5cient 
discharges  to  the  purchasers  of  the  said  premises ;  and 
that  such  purchasers  should  not  afterwards  be  answerable 
for  any  loss,  misapplication,  or  non-application  of  thdr 
purchase-money :  — 

An  indenture  dated  3d  June  1822,  and  made  between 
the  said  Charles  Bankhead  of  the  oDe  part,  and  the  said 
John  Chalfield  of  the  other  part,  by  which,  after  reciting, 
amongst  other  things,  the  indenture  of  the  1st  of  JRf- 
Iruary  1812,  and  the  deed  poll  of  the  3d  of  April  181S  ; 
and  reciting  certain  indentures  of  settlement  by  virtue 
whereof  the  said  Charles  Bankhead  was  entitled  to  a  con- 
tingent estate  for  life,  and  a  contingent  reversionary  in- 
terest in  certain  leasehold  property,  held  under  renewable 
leases  granted  by  the  Lord  Primate  of  Ireland;  and  also 
reciting  that  the  said  sum  of  84<5/.,  secured  by  the  said 
indenture  of  the  1st  of  February  1812,  and  then  still  due 
to  the  said  John  Chatfield^  together  with  all  interest  f(}r  the 
same  to  the  1st  of  January  then  last;  and  that  the  said 
sum  of  560/.,'Secured  by  the  said  deed  poll  of  the  3d  April 
1813,  was  Still  due  to  the  said  John  Chatfield^  together 
with  lawful  interest  thereon  up  to  the  \st  of  January  ihea 
last ;  and  also  reciting  that  the  said  John  Chatfield^  on  the 
1  St  of  January  1 8 1 4',  lent  to  the  said  Charles  Bankhead,  on 
the  security  of  the  said  deed  poll,  a  further  sum  of  money, 
making,  with  the  interest  due  at  that  time  on  the  said  two 
several  sums  ofS4f5L  and  560/.,  the  sum  of  1295/.,  and 
for  which  said  sum  of  1295/.  the  said  Charles  Bankhead 
gave  his  note  of  hand  to  the  said  John  Chatfield,  payable 
on  demand,  with  legal  interest  for  the  same;  and  also 
reciting  that  all  interest  in  respect  of  the  said  sum  of 

1295/. 
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12951.  was  due  to  the  said  John  Chatfield  up  to  the 
said  Isi  of  January  then  last;  and  that  the  said  sums, 
secured  by  the  said  recited  indenture  and  deed  poll, 
and  the  interest  for  the  same  respectively  up  to  the  1st 
of  January  then  last,  made  together  the  sum  of  37802., 
which  it  had  been  agreed  should  be  all  considered 
as  principal,  and  should  carry  interest  on  the  whole 
amount  thereof  from  the  1st  of  January  then  last;  and 
also  reciting  that  the  said  John  Chatfield  had  then 
lately  paid  or  advanced  to  or  on  account  of  the  said 
Charles  Bankliead^  or  had  become  security  for  him  for 
several  sumsofmoney,  making  in  thewhole92S/.  125.10c/.; 
and  that  in  order  further  to  secure  the  repayment  to 
the  said  John  Chatfield  of  the  said  sum  of  S780/.  and 
9Sd/.  125.  lOd.^  making  together  4703/.  125.  lOcf.,  and 
interest  for  the  same,  and  of  such  further  or  other 
sums  of  money  as  thereinafter  mentioned,  in  manner 
thereinafter  expressed,  the  said  Charles  Bankhead  had 
agreed  to  subject  and  charge  the  said  policy  in  manner 
thereinafter  mentioned,  and  also  to  execute  such  assign- 
ment of  the  reversionary  estates  and  interest  of  him  the 
said  Charles  Bankhead  in  the  premises  comprised  in  the 
said  thereinbefore  in  part  recited  indenture  of  settlement 
as  is  thereinafter  contained; — it  is  witnessed,  that  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  and  in  consideration 
of  the  premises,  and  for  the  nominal  consideration 
therein  mentioned,  the  said  Charles  Bankhead  did  sub- 
ject and  charge  the  said  policy  of  assurance  with  the 
payment  to  the  said  John  Chatfield^  his  executors,  admi- 
nistrators, or  assigns,  of  the  said  sum  of  4703/.  125.  lOd.^ 
including  the  said  sums  of  845/.  and  interest,  and  3000/. 
and  interest,  so  secured  by  the  said  indenture  of  the 
1st  February  1812,  and  deed  poll,  and  such  further 
sums  of  money  as  should  or  might  thereafter  be  ad- 
vanoed  or. paid  by  the  said  John  Chatfield^   his  exe* 
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cutors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  to  or  on  account  of 
the  said  Charles  Bankheadj  or  which  should  or  might . 
at  any  time  thereafter  become  due  or  owing  from  the  . 
said  Charles  Bankhead  to  the  said  John  Chatfidd  on  • 
any  account  whatsoever,  with  interest ;  subject  nevertbe* ' 
less  to  a  proviso  for  making  void  the  said  indenture,  and 
every  article,  clause,  matter,   and  thing  therein  con^* 
tained,  on  payment  by  the  said  Charles  Bankhead^  his 
heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  unto  the  said  John 
Chatfieldj  his  ex^utors,  administrators,  or  assigns,  of 
the  sum  of  3780/.  on  the  1st  January  then  next,  with 
interest  at  5  per  cent  from  the  1st  day  of  January  then 
last,  and  also  on  payment  of  923/.  125.  lO^i,  and  of  all 
such  further  sums  as  the  said  John  Chatfield  should  pay 
for  keeping  on  foot  the  said  policy,  or  otherwise  for  the 
use  or  benefit  or  on  account  of  the  said  Charles  Bank^  * 
head,  with  interest:  and  the  indenture  also  witnessed 
that,  in  further  pursuance  of  the  said  agreement,  the  said 
Charles  Bankhead  did  grant  and  assign  to  the  said  John  - 
Cha^ld,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  all 
those  the  reversionary  estates  or  interests  to  which  by  - 
virtue  of  the  indenture  of  setdement  therein  recited  be 
the  said  Charles  Bankhead  might  eventually  be  entitled 
ill  the  premises  therein  comprised,  to  hold  the  same 
unto  the  said  John  Chatfield,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns  absolutely,  subject  nevertheless  to  < 
the  proviso  or  condition  for  redemption  thereiabeibre 
contained. 

The  said  John  Chatfield  died  subsequently  to   the 
date  of  the  deed  lastly  above  recited,  having  previously 
made  his  will,  appointing  the  vendors  of  the  policy  in  • 
question,  executors;  and  probate  thereof  was  duly  granted  - 
to  such  vendors.  i 

The  said  Charles  Bankhead,  since  the  execution  of  the 
indenture  of  the  3d  June  1822,  executed  mortgages  of 

or 
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or  other  incumbrances  upon  the  policy  in  question  to 
other  persons. 

The  Plaintiff  required  that  the  title  of  such  subse* 
quent  incumbrancers  should  be  shewn,  and  that  they  and 
Dr.  Bankhead  should  join  in  the  assignment  to  the 
Plaintiff.  The  solicitors  for  tie  vendors  declined  to 
produce  such  title,  or  to  procure  the  concurrence  of  the 
incumbrancers  and  Dr.  Bankhead  in  the  assignment.  . 

This  action  was  thereupon  brought  by  the  Plaintiff 
against  the  Defendant  to  recover  the  amount  of  the 
dq)Osit  on  the  sale,  being  322/.,  and  interest  at  5  per 
cent,  from  the  15th  October  1828,  the  day  on  which  it 
was  paid. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  Whe- 
ther, under  the  circumstances  stated  in  the  case,  a  good 
title  had  been  made  to  the  policy  sold  to  the  Plaintiff? 
If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  a  good  title  had 
not  been  made,  the  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  was  to  stand ; 
but  its  amount  was  to  be  reduced  to  such  sum  as  the 
Court  should  think  proper.  And  if  the  Court  should  be 
of  opinion  that  a  good  title  had  been  made,  a  nonsuit 
was  to  be  entered. 
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WUde  Serjt.  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  policy  has  not 
been  sold  under  the  power,  and  therefore  the  condition 
of  sale  has  not  been  observed.  When  the  mortga^r 
and  mortgagee  executed  the  third  deed,  and  entered 
into  a  new  contract  and  debt,  without  mention  of  the 
power  in  the  second  deed,  the  power  was  thereby  extin- 
guished. The  third  deed  annulled  the  previous  con- 
tract, and  the  time  for  sale  under  the  power  was  past. 
Where  a  mortgagee  sells  without  a  powei',  he  sells  only 
the  mortgage  debt,  with  his  interest  in  the  policy,  but 
not  the  policy  itself.  Such  a  sale  leaves  the  mortgagor 
a  right  to  redeem  as  against  the  purchaser;  and  if  the 
life  in  the  policy  drops,  the  purchaser  becomes  a  trustee 
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for  the  mortgagor  or  his  representatives  for  all  beyond 
the  sum  due.  As  the  purchaser  had  no  means  of  know- 
ing whether  any  thing  had  been  paid  under  tlie  second 
deed,  he  might  be  holding  the  policy,  not  absolutely,  but 
merely  as  a  security  for  what  remained  due  upon  the 
whole  of  the  transactions  between  the  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee ;  so  that  the  power  being  extinct,  no  absolute 
title  to  the  policy  could  be  conveyed  without  the  concur- 
rence of  the  mortgagor.  Courts  of  equity  lean  against 
powers  of  sale.  A  power  of  sale  for  personalty  is  as  a 
power  of  foreclosure  for  realty,  and  a  purchaser  cannot 
be  safe  without  it. 


Russell  Seijt.  contra.  First,  the  power  of  sale  is  not 
extinguished  or  affected  by  the  third  deed.  Secondly, 
the  vendors  can  sell  and  make  a  good  title  without  that 
power. 

The  deed  of  1822  refers  to  and  recognises  the  deeds 
of  1812  and  1813  as  existing  securities ;  and  it  never 
could  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties,  that  the 
mortgagee  should  lose  a  portion  of  his  security  upon 
making  an  additional  advance.  The  power  was  merely 
suspended  for  a  short  time  in  1822,  between  the  date  of 
the  deed  of  that  year,  and  the  day  of  forfeiture  named 
in  it. 

No  case  or  principle  has  been  referred  to  under  which 
a  power  can  be  said  to  be  extinguished  or  destroyed 
upon  a  party's  giving  a  further  security. 

The  giving  another  security  does  not  operate  as  an 
extinguishment  of  a  former  security,  even  by  being 
pursued  to  judgment,  unless  it  produce  the  fruits  of  a 
judgment.  Thus  it  was  held,  that  an  action  lay  on 
a  covenant  for  non-payment  of  money,  notwithstanding 
a  note  had  been  given  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff 
after  the  day  of  payment,  ^^  in  payment  and  satisfaction 
of  the  debt,"  and  judgment  had  been  recovered  on  such 

note. 
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note,  it  not  appearing  that  it  was  accepted,  as  well  as 
given  in  satisfaction,  or  that  it  had  actually  produced 
satisfaction :  Drake  v.  Mitchell,  (a)  So,  a  bond  given  in 
lien  of  a  covenant  will  not  discharge  the  covenant.  As 
in  Kajfe  v.  Waghom  {b) :  which  was  an  action  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  against  the  defendant  (who  had  sold  to 
plaintiff  some  freehold  premises)  on  a  covenant  that  de^ 
fendant  and  his  wife  should  levy  a  fine.  Plea,  that  after 
executing  the  conveyance,  and  before  request  to  levy  a 
fine,  it  was  agreed  between  the  parties,  that  defendant 
should  give  his  bond  conditioned  for  indemnifying  the 
plaintiff  against  any  claim  of  dower  of  defendant's  wife, 
and  that  Plaintiff  should  accept  the  same  in  lieu  and 
satisfiurtion  of  the  said  covenant,  and  in  respect  of  the 
supposed  breach  thereof:  averment,  that  he  did  execute 
the  bond  accordingly,  and  that  the  plaintiff  accepted  the 
same  in  lieu  and  satisfaction,  and  in  discharge  of  the  cove- 
nant. Demurrer;  amongst  other  causes,  that  the  bond 
was  an  instrument  of  the  same  nature  as  that  on  which 
the  action  was  brought,  and  did  not  give  the  plaintiff  a 
better  or  more  summary  remedy  for  any  damage  he 
might  sustain  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  covenant ;  and 
that  the  bond  was  not  a  defeazance  of  the  covenant,  nor 
an  indemnity  against  all  damages  which  the  plaintiff 
might  sustain  by  reason  of  the  breach  of  covenant ;  and 
plaintiff  had  judgment. 

Here,  the  remedy  by  sale  would  be  taken  away,  and 
no  better  remedy  would  be  given,  if  the  covenant  in  the 
deed  of  1813  be  held  to  be  extinguished. 

It  is  a  mistake  to  suppose  that  the  conversion  of 
interest  into  principal  made  a  new  debt :  the  conversion 
of  interest  into  principal  is  in  the  nature  only  of  a 
further  advance,  {c) 


1829. 


CuRLwa 

V. 

Shuttle- 
worth. 


(a)  3  Eojt,  »5X. 
(^)  z  Taunt.  4a8« 


(e)  See  Coote  on  Mortgages^ 
438,  439« 
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The  power. of  sale  was  only  suspended  by  the  deed  of 
1822.  In  Corky.Saunders{a)fyrhere  an  insolvent  by  agree- 
ment (dated  March  1816}  assigned  his  property,  the 
creditors  consenting  that  the  business  should  be  carried 
on  for  their  benefit  till  the  next  Michaelmas,  and  then 
that  the  property  should  be  sold  and  divided  amongst 
them,  shortly  after  that  Michaelmas,  the  creditors 
agreed  that  the  business  should  be  carried  on  for 
another  year,  viz.  till  Michaelmas  I8I79  upon  the  same 
terms  and  conditions  as  in  the  original  agreement;  it 
wias  not  suggested  that  this  arrangement,  by  which  the 
sale  and  division  of  the  property  were  suspended,  had 
the  effect  of  defeating  the  power  of  sale  and  division, 
but  it  was  held  even  to  bind  a  creditor  who  had  sighed 
the  first  agreement,  but  had  not  in  any  way  concurred 
in  the  second. 

If  this  were  a  sale  under  the  power,  the  concurrence 
of  the  mortgagor  cannot  be  required :  Clay  v.  Sharpe.  {b) 
The  condition  is  express  that  the  assignment  shall  be 
from  the  vendors  only ;  viz.  the  executors  of  the  mort-^ 

Secondly,  the  vendors  can  sell  and  make  a  good  title 
without  the  power. 

Even  in  equity,  where  the  property  mortgaged  is 
reversionary,  the  Court  does  not  decree  a  foreclosure^ 
but  a  sale  and  satisfaction  of  the  mortgagee's  demand 
out  of  the  produce :  How  v.  Vigurs  (c).  So  on  the 
mortgage  of  an  advowson,  the  mortgagee  of  the  advow* 
son  may  pray  a  sale :  Mackenzie  v.  Robinson,  {d)  So  if 
a  mortgagor  die,  and  his  personal  estate  prove  deficient 
to  discharge  the  mortgage,  the  mortgagee  may,  on  filing 
a  bill  to  enforce  payment  of  the  money  due,  pray  a  sale 


{a)  iB.lff  A.  46. 
b)  Coote  on  Mortgages,  73  a. 


(f)  1Ch.Rgp.s3. 
(d)  3  Jtk.  S59* 
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of  the  mortgaged  estate  in  the  first  instance:  Daniel 
T.  SkipwiOi  (a).  PofseU  on  Mortgages^  1094.  And 
where  there  is  a  mortgage  of  personalty,  a  day  being 
fixed  for  the  repayment  of  money  ]ent  thereupon,  the 
pledgee  or  mortgagee  has  in  law  or  in  equity,  as  the 
case  may  be,  a  right  to  sell,  and  to  satisfy  himself  out  of 
the  proceeds.  Thus,  upon  a  mortgage  of  stock,  when  the 
day  appointed  for  payment  is  passed,  the  mortgagee  may 
at  once  proceed  to  sell  the  stock,  and  repay  himself,  prin- 
cipal and  interest,  without  any  authority  from  the  mort- 
gagor, and  without  filing  any  bill  for  foreclosure :  Tucker 
V.  Wilson  (6),  Lockmood  and  Others  v.  Ewer,  (c)  And 
from  Lockwood  v.  Ewer  it  seems,  that  a  bill  for  a  fore- 
closure in  such  a  case  would  be  dismissed.  Kemp  v. 
Wesibrook  {d)  is  to  the  same  effect ;  viz.  that  a  pawnee  of 
stock  is  not  bound  to  bring  a  bill  of  foreclosure  of  the 
equity  of  redemption  of  such  stock,  but  may  sell  it. 

And  in  general,  though  where  a  party  has  a  simple 
lien  on  goods  he  cannot  sell  and  dispose  of  them,  yet,  if 
he  has  a  special  property  in  those  goods  in  trust  for 
another,  subject  to  a  claim  of  his  own,  in  such  case  he 
may  sell  in  order  to  repay  himself.  Per  Holroyd  J.  in 
Cazenove  v.  Prevost.  {e) 

The  circumstance  that  the  conditions  of  sale  state  a 

poipfer  of  sale,  cannot  be  a  material  if  a  good  title  can  be 

made  by  other  means. 
The  claim  for  interest  is  out  of  question,  it  never 

having  been  allowed  on  the  recovery  of  deposit  money : 

Calton  V.  Bragg,  (g) 


1829. 


CURUNO 
V. 

Shuttls- 

WORTH. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.     The  verdict  ought  to  stand  for  the 
principal  sum  sought  to  be  recovered.    As  to  interest,  the 


(a)  iBr.Ch.Ca.Jss* 
ib)  I  P.  fFms.%6i. 
(i)  %  Atk.  303. 
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{d)  1  Ves.  »78. 
(<)  sB.^A.yi. 
ig)  15  Eojtt  *%3' 
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case  is  not  one  in  which  it  has  erer  been  allowed. 
With  regard  to  the  principal,  the  rule  is,  that  where  upon 
a  sale  there  is  such  doubt  upon  the  vendor's  title  as  to 
render  it  probable  the  purchaser's  right  may  become  a 
matter  of  investigation,  the  Court  will  not  compel  him 
to  complete  the  purchase.  Here,  according  to  the 
conditions  of  sale,  the  policy  was  to  be  sold  under  a 
power;  the  vendors,  therefore,  should  have  shewn  an 
unquestionable  power,  for  there  are  no  means  of  calcu- 
lating the  compensation  to  be  allowed  in  case  of  any 
mistake.  Supposing  the  power  to  have  been  only  sus- 
pended, there  may  be  a  candid  doubt  how  far  that  sus* 
pension  may  be  considered  to  operate  in  a  court  of  equity^ 
and  if  there  be  a  reasonable  d^ree  of  doubt,  this  Court 
will  not  expect  the  purchaser  to  proceed. 


Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  We  ought  not 
to  drive  parties  into  courts  of  equity.  As  to  the  claim 
for  interest,  ever  since  the  case  of  Calton  v.  Bragg^  it 
has  been  holden  that  interest  cannot  be  recovered  upon 
a  mere  deposit  In  Farqvhar  v.  Farley  (a),  it  was  holden^ 
indeed,  that  the  purchaser  might  allege  and  recover 
against  the  vendors  special  damage  for  the  loss  of  in- 
terest on  a  deposit  repaid  for  insufficiency  of  title  in  the 
vendor ;  but  in  Lee  v.  Munn  {b)  it  was  decided,  that  at 
all  events  an  auctioneer  is  not  liable  to  pay  interest  on  a 
deposit. 

BuRROUGH  J.  Unless  it  be  proved  that  the  auc- 
tioneer has  made  interest  of  the  money,  no  interest 
can  be  demanded.  As  to  the  principal  question,  if 
there  be  reasonable  doubt  as  to  a  title,  we  cannot  compel 
a  party  to  take  it.     Here,  there  is  not  only  doubt,  but, 

(a)  7  Taunt,  59a.     i  B.  Moorcy  z'^Z' 
{b)  I  B,  Moore^  481.      8  TaunU  A5* 

in 
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in  my  opinion,  the  power  is  gone  by,  not  being  mentioned        1 829. 
in  the  third  deed.  ^      -  ■-* 

CURUNO 

Gaselee  J.  concurred  in  giving  Shuttlk. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff.      '^''''™' 


Hethrington  v.  Graham.  July  6. 

nrHE  demandant,  in  this  case,  counted  upon  a  writ  of  Adultery  is  « 
dower  unde  nihil  habet^  to  which  the  tenant  pleaded  ^^  ^®  dower, 
in  bar,  that  the  demandant,  in  the  lifetime  of  her  late  mltted  after 
husband,  and  during  her  coverture  with  him,   volun-  ^^  husband 
tarily,  and  of  her  own  accord,  left  her  husband,  and  ^    ^^  f*^ 
from  thence  until  the  time  of  his  death  voluntarily  and  mutual  coo- 
of  her  own  accord  lived  away  from  him,  and  during  her  •*"** 
coverture  with  her  said  husband,  continually,  until  the 
death  of  one  William  Cotdson,  of  her  own  accord,  and 
without  the  licence  or  consent,  and  against  the  will  of  her 
husband,  lived  away  from  her  said  husband  in  adultery 
with  the  said   William  Coulson.     And  the  plea  further 
allied,  that  the  husband  was  not  at  any  time  after  the 
demandant  left  his  house,  or  after  she  lived  in  adultery 
with  the  said    William  Cotdsoriy   voluntarily  or  in  any 
manner  reconciled  to  her.     To  this  plea  the  demandant 
replied,  that  although  true  it  was  that  she  voluntarily 
and  of  her  own  accord  left  her  husband,  yet  that  she 
left  him  with  his  consent  for  that  purpose  granted,  and 
separated  and  parted  from  her  husband,  and  that  such 
separation  continued  with  their  mutual  consent  until  the 
husband's  death,  and  that  if  any  act  of  adultery  took 
place,  the  same  took  place  after  such  her  separation  and 
parting  from  her  husband,  and  during  the  period  of 
such  separation  by  tlieir  mutual  consent.     The  tenant 
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ia  his  rejoinder  merely  re-asserted  the  fact,  that  the  de- 
mandant of  her  own  accord,  and  without  the  licence  or 
consent  of  the  husband,  lived  in  adultery  with  the  said 
W.  Coidson.  To  %vhich  rejoinder  there  was  a  general 
demurrer. 


JVilde  Serjt.  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  plea  is  ill :  the 
adultery,  under  the  circumstances  stated  in  it,  being  no 
bar  of  dower.  Adultery  being  an  offence  cognizable  by 
the  ecclesiastical  court  only,  is  no  bar  of  dower  at  com- 
mon law.  2  Inst.ifSS..  But  by  IS  Ed.  1.  c.  34<.  it  is 
enacted,  that  if  a  wife  willingly  leave  her  husband,  and 
go  away  and  continue  with  her  advouterer,  she  shall  be 
barred  for  ever  of  action  to  demand  her  dower  that  she 
ought  to  have  of  her  husband's  lands,  if  she  be  convict 
thereupon.  It  is  not  easy  to  discover  the  principle  of 
this  enactment ;  for  it  has  been  held,  that  if  the  husband 
receive  his  wife  again,  or  if  he  grant  her  with  all  her 
goods,  she  does  not  lose  her  dower.  2  InsL  435.  The 
statute,  therefore,  creating  a  forfeiture,  must  be  con- 
strued strictly ;  Kent  v.  Whitby  {a) ;  and  can  only  be  en- 
forced where  all  the  terms  of  the  enactment  are  complied 
with.  Adultery  of  itself  will  not  occasion  a  forfeiture. 
The  wife  must  go  away  with  her  adulterer  willingly; 
must  continue  with  him,  and  be  thereupon  convict. 

The  present  plea  does  not  state  that  she  eloped  with 
her  adulterer,  or  that  she  was  convicted  thereupon.  All 
the  precedents  aver  at  least  the  elopement  with  the 
adulterer.  Hcrworth  v.  Herbert  (i),  Rastal,  230.  Lib.  In-- 
trot.  fo.  20.  9  Vin.  Abr.  Darner.  No  plea  can  be  found 
resembUng  the  present 


Jones  Serjt.  contra.     The  principle  of  the  statute  is 
the  protection  of  public  morals,  and  the  punishment  of 


{a)  ABro.P.C.  361. 


{b)   2  Djer,  106  b. 


the 
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the  ofience  of  the  wife ;  and  the  concurrence  of  all  the 
modes  of  committing  the  offence  specified  in  the  act  is 
not  essential  to  a  forfeiture.  Lord  Coke  says,  2  Inst. 
484.  ^'  Albeit  the  words  of  this  breach  be  in  the  con- 
jonctive,  yet  if  the  woman  be  taken  away  not  spontcj  but 
against  her  will,  and  after  consent,  she  shall  lose  her 
dower :  for  the  cause  of  the  bar  of  her  dower  is  not  the 
manner  of  her  going  away,  but  the  remaining  with  the 
adulterer  in  adultery  without  reconciliation,  that  is  the 
bar  of  the  dower:"  and  in  Paj/nelPs  case  {ibid.),  where 
the  plea  stated  that  the  wife  left  her  husband,  and  lived 
as  an  adulteress  with  Sir  W.  Paynell,  the  bar  was  held 
sufficient,  although  there  was  no  allegation  that  she 
eloped  with  Sir  JV.  PaynelL  So,  if  she  elope  with  the 
adulterer,  she  loses  her  dower  although  she  do  not 
remain  with  him,  or  remain  by  constraint  [ibid.)  And 
in  Chambers  v.  Catdfield  {a\  it  was  held,  that  a  husband 
might  maintain  an  action  for  criminal  conversation  with 
his  wife,  although  he  was  living  separately  from  her 
under  a  deed  of  separation.  In  Coot  v.  Berty  (i),  and 
in  Govier  v.  Hancock  (c),  it  was  held  that  a  husband 
was  not  bound  to  receive  his  wife  after  she  had  com- 
mitted adultery,  although  he  had  been  the  aggressor, 
and  had  turned  her  out  of  doors.  '^  If  she  be  thereupon 
convicted,"  means  only  if  the  fact  be  proved.  None  of 
the  entries  allege  conviction  in  form. 


1829. 


Wilde  in  reply.  If  the  single  act  of  adultery  is  to 
occasion  forfeiture,  the  cases  in  which  it  has  been 
holden  that  the  wife  retains  her  dower  notwithstanding 
adultery,  must  be  overruled;  and  the  principle  of  public 
morals  is  hardly  consistent  with  the  case  of  the  hus* 
band's  granting  the  wife  with  her  goods,  or  his  receiving 
her  again  after  an  act  of  adultery ;  in  neither  of  which 


(fi)  6  Eajh  244.  (b)  j%  Mod*  232. 


(c)  6  T.  R.  603. 

cases 


1S8 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


1829. 


Hetiiring- 

TON 
V. 

Graham. 


cases  does  she  forfeit  her  dower :  it  may,  therefore,  be 
contended,  that  elopement  with  the  adulterer  is  essential 
to  the  forfeiture  according  to  the  statute. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

TiNDAL  C.J.  The  question  raised  upon  the  plead- 
ings for  the  judgment  of  the  Court  is  this :  Whether, 
under  the  statute  ISEd.  1.  c.  34.,  commonly  called  the 
statute  of  Westminster  the  2d,  the  committing  an  act  of 
adultery,  and  continuing  with  the  adulterer,  is  any  bar 
to  the  wife's  right  to  dower,  where  she  has  previously 
left  her  husband  with  his  consent,  and  is  living  apart 
from  him  with  such  consent  at  the  time  of  the  adultery; 
or,  whether  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  satisfy  the  words 
of  the  statute,  that  the  original  leaving  of  her  husband 
should  be  a  leaving  with  the  adulterer  by  his  meang 
or  persuasion. 

That  the  adultery  of  the  wife  was  no  bar  of  the  wife's 
dower  at  common  law,  is  expressly  laid  down  by  Lord 
Coke  in  his  reading  on  this  statute  in  2  Inst.  p.  435* 
Indeed,  it  could  not  have  been  otherwise,  as  adultery  is 
an  offence  of  ecclesiastical  jurisdiction  only,  and  of  which 
the  courts  of  common  law  took  no  cognizance.  As  well, 
however,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  that  offence,  as 
more  probably  with  the  view  of  protecting  the  heir 
against  the  danger  of  introducing  a  supposititious  off- 
spring into  the  family,  it  is  enacted  by  the  thirty-fourth 
chapter  of  the  statute,  "  that  if  a  wife  willingly  leave  her 
husband,  and  go  away  and  continue  with  her  advowterer, 
she  shall  be  barred  for  ever  of  an  action  to  demand  her 
dower  that  she  ought  to  have  of  her  husband's  lands,  if 
she  be  convict  thereupon,"  except  in  an  event  which  has 
not  happened  in  this  case,  and  to  which  it  is  therefore 
unnecessary  to  advert.  It  is  somewhat  singular  that 
throughout  the  whole  of  this  long  statute,  consisting  of 
fifty  chapters,  this  is  the  only  one  in  the  old  law  French^ 

the 


IN  THE  Tenth  Year  of  GEO,  IV. 


139 


* 

(be  whole  of  the  others  being  in  Latin ,-  and  even  this 
chapter  changes  from  the  law  French  to  Latins  just  at 
the  place  where  this  subject  begins. 

The  chapter,  however,  after  making  a  distinction 
between  the  carrying  away  women  witliout  force  and 
vith  force,  and  enacting  a  punishment  for  those  offences^ 
provides  for  the  case  now  in  question,  viz.  that  of  the 
woman  leaving  her  husband  willingly,  and  continuing 
with  her  adulterer,  in  the  words  above  cited. 

Now  it  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  demandant, 
that  each  part  of  the  description  of  the  offence  contained 
in  the  act  must  be  taken  to  be  cumulative ;  so  that  the 
dower  is  not  barred  unless  the  wife  has  left  her  husband 
willingly  with  the  adulterer;  has  gone  away  with  him, 
and  has  also  continued  with  him.  Whilst,  on  the  part 
of  the  tenant,  it  is  insisted,  that  it  is  sufficient  to  bring 
the  case  within  the  statute  if  the  wife  has  of  her  own 
consent  left  the  society  of  her  husband,  and,  after  she 
bas  so  left  him,  commit  the  act  of  adultery;  and  the 
Court  is  of  the  latter  opinion. 

It  may  be  admitted,  as  the  fact  is,  that  in  all  the 
ancient  precedents  the  leaving  of  the  husband  by  the 
wife  is  stated  to  have  been  "  with  the  adulterer."  See 
Ub.  Intrationum,  fo.  20.  Rastal,  230.  Ih/er,  107.  But 
we  think  this  is  not  conclusive  on  the  point;  for,  as 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  case  is  within  the  statute 
where  all  these  circumstances  concur,  so  the  pleader 
would  of  course  insert  them  where  the  facts  of  the  par- 
ticular case  warranted  the  insertion.  And,  on  the  con- 
trary, there  is  direct  authority  that  all  the  circumstances 
mentioned  in  the  statute  need  not  concur  in  form,  pro- 
vided they  do  so  in  substance ;  for  Lord  Coke  lays  it 
down  in  2  Inst.  434'.,  that,  "  Albeit  the  words  of  this 
branch  be  in  the  conjunctive,  yet  if  the  woman  be  taken 
away,  not  sponte,  but  against  her  will,  and  q/ler  consent, 
and  remain  with  the  adulterer  without  being  reconciled, 

&c. 
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&c.  she  shall  lose  her  dower;  for  the  cause  of  the  bar  of 
her  dower  is  not  the  manner  of  the  going  cmay,  but  the 
remaining  with  the  adulterer  in  avoutry  without  recon* 
ciliation,  that  is  the  bar  of  the  dower/'  And  this 
appears  more  evident  by  the  case  of  Sir  John  Camoys^ 
cited  in  2  hut.  434<.,  where  the  plea  states  that  the 
wife  left  her  husband  in  his  life,  and  lived  as  an  adul- 
teress with  Sir  W.  Paynel^  and  the  replication  took  issue 
that  she  did  not  live  as  an  adulteress  with  the  said  Sir 
W.  jP.,  wherein  the  bar  was  held  good,  though  there  was 
no  allegation  that  she  left  with  the  adulterer :  and  it 
ought  not  to  be  forgotten  that  Brittofi,  whose  book 
was  published  immediately  after  the  framing  of  this 
statute,  speaking  of  a  writ  of  dower  brought  against 
the  heir  and  his  guardian,  says,  ^^  He  may  say  she  hath 
forfeited  dower  of  her  husband  by  her  adultery;  for  she 
went  from  her  husband  to  another  bed  after  she  had 
married  him,  and  so  forfeited  her  dower."  Now  here 
no  mention  is  made  of  a  leaving  of  the  husband,  either 
willingly  or  with  any  particular  person,  but  the  plea 
states  only  in  substance  that  the  wife  was  living  apart 
from  her  husband  in  adultery.  The  authorities,  there- 
fore, above  referred  to,  place  the  forfeiture  of  the  dower 
upon  the  fact  of  a  living  from  the  husband  in  adultery, 
and  not  upon  the  circumstances  attending  the  elope- 
ment; and  as  we  think  the  good  sense  and  reason  of 
the  case  concur  with  these  authorities,  we  hold  the 
proper  construction  of  the  statute  to  be  what  the  words 
still  will  warrant,  that  if  a  woman  leaves  her  husband 
with  her  own  free  will,  and  afterwards  lives  in  adultery, 
the  dower  is  forfeited.  We  therefore  hold  the  plea  in 
bar  in  this  case  to  be  sufficient,  and  give  judgment  for 
the  tenant 

Judgment  for  the  Tenant. 
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ASSUMPSIT   by   the   manager  of  Caoent   Garden  Liquidated 

Theatre   against  an    actor,   to  recover   liquidated  damages  can- 
j  /.      1       .  1    .         n  n         not  be  re- 

damages  for  the  violation  of  an  engagement  to  perform  served  on  an 

at  Caoent  Garden  for  four  seasons.  agreement 

By  an  agreement  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defend-  ^riousTtiou- 
ant,  the  Defendant  had  engaged  himself  to   act  as  a  lations,  of 

principal  comedian  at  Ccwent  Garden  Theatre  for  four  ^""ous  de- 
grees of  im- 
seasons,  commencing  with    October    1828,   and   in   all  portance, 

things   to  conform   to  the  regulations  of  the  theatre,  unless  the 

The  Plaintiff  agreed  to  pay  the  Defendant  3/.  6s.  8rf.  gS^^e 

every  night  on  which  the  theatre  should  be  open  for  particular  sti- 

theatrical  performances  durinfir  the  ensuinfic  four  seasons :  PV'*^®?  ®^ 

^  &  o  ^   stipulations  to 

and  that  the  Defendant  should  be  allowed  one  benefit  which  the 
night   during  each   season,  on   certain   terms   therein  f»qn»dated  da- 
specified.     And  the  agreement  contained  a  clause,  that  ^  confined^ 
if  either  of  the  parties  should  neglect  or  refuse  to  fulfil 
the  said  agreement,  or  any  part  thereof,  or  any  stipula" 
tion  therein  contained^  such  party  should  pay  to  the  other 
the  sum  of  1000/.,  to  which  sum  it  was  thereby  agreed 
that  the  damages  sustained  by  any  such  omission,  neglect, 
or  refusal  should  amount ;    and  which  sum  was  thereby 
declared  by  the  said  parties  to  be  liquidated  and  asca'^ 
tained  damages,  and  not  a  penalty  or  penal  sum,  or  in  the 
nature  tliereof. 

The  breach  alleged  was,  that  the  Defendant  refused 
to  act  during  the  second  season ;  and  at  the  trial  the 
jury  gave  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  for  750/.  damages, 
subject  to  a  motion  for  increasing  them  to  1000/.,  if  the 
Court  should  be  of  opinion  that,  upon  this  agreement, 

the 
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the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  whole  sum  claimed  as 
liquidated  damages. 

Wilde  Serjt  having  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
to  that  effect, 

Spankie  Serjt  shewed  cause.  Upon  this  agreement 
the  Plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  1000/.  for  liqui- 
dated damages,  but  only  such  compensation  as  a  jury 
shall  think  fit  The  rule  is,  that  where  an  agreement 
contains  several  stipulations,  some  of  them  touching 
matters  of  great  importance  to  the  parties,  and  others, 
matters  of  little  or  no  importance,  a  covenant  for  liqui- 
dated damages,  generally,  upon  any  violation  of  the 
agreement,  shall  not  be  carried  into  efiect,  however 
strong  the  language  may  be.  But  if  the  agreement 
consist  only  of  a  single  stipulation,  or  the  covenant  for 
liquidated  damages  be  confined  to  any  specified  breach 
or  breaches  where  the  agreement  contains  more  than 
one  stipulation,  such  covenant  is  valid,  and  may  be 
enforced.  And  this  is  no  violation  of  the  rule,  that 
written  instruments  shall  be  construed  according  to  the 
intenuon  of  the  parties ;  for  the  parties  must  be  taken 
to  have  overlooked  the  effect  of  their  words,  when  by  a 
general  covenant  for  liquidated  damages,  they  propose 
such  an  absurdity  as  the  payment  of  a  sum  dispropor- 
tionately heavy  for  an  omission  to  observe  the  most 
unimportant  part  of  an  agreement. 

For  instance,  it  might  probably  have  been  intended 
between  the  parties  in  this  case,  that  the  Defendant 
should  forfeit  1000/.  if  he  quitted  Cownt  Garden  Theatre, 
and  joined  a  rival  establishment;  but  it  never  could 
have  been  in  the  contemplation  of  the  parties,  that  he 
should  forfeit  1000/.  if  he  neglected  to  attend  a  single 
rehearsal,  or  that  the  Plaintiff  should  forfeit  1000/.  if  he 
omitted  to  pay  the  Defendant  the  salary  for  one  night, 

3/. 
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S/.  6s.  Sd.  But  as  the  stipulation  for  liquidated  damages 
is  general,  and  applies  in  terms  equally  to  the  minutest 
as  well  as  the  most  important  violations  of  the  agree- 
ment, the  Court  has  no  means  of  determining  to  which 
breach  the  parties  meant  it  should  be  actually  applied, 
and  must,  therefore,  leave  it  to  a  JU17,  to  ascertain  the 
probable  amount  of  damage.  The  leading  case  on  the 
snbject  is  Astlcy  v.  Weldon  {a),  where  the  manager  of  a 
theatre  sued  an  actress  on  the  breach  of  an  agreement 
to  perform.  That  agreement  also  contained  a  general 
sttpolation  for  liquidated  damages  in  terms  as  strong  as 
the  present,  and  Heath  J.  said,  *'  Where  articles  con- 
tain covenants  for  the  performance  of  several  things,  and 
then  one  large  sum  is  stated  at  the  end  to  be  paid  upon 
breach  of  performance,  that  must  be  considered  as  a 
penalty.  But  where  it  is  agreed  that  if  a  party  do  such 
a  particular  thing,  such  a  sum  shall  be  paid  by  him, 
there  the  sum  stated  may  be  treated  as  liquidated 
damages.''  Charnbre  J.  said,  "  There  is  one  case  in 
which  the  sum  agreed  for  must  always  be  considered  as 
a  penalty,  and  that  is,  where  the  payment  of  a  smaller 
sam  is  secured  by  a  larger.  In  this  case  it  is  impossible 
to  garble  the  covenants,  and  to  hold  that  in  one  case  the 
plaintiff  shall  recover  only  for  the  damages  sustained,  and 
in  another  that  he  shall  recover  the  penalty.  The  con- 
cluding clause  applies  equally  to  all  the  covenants. "  And 
fer  l^on  C.  J.  "  There  are  many  instances  of  the  de- 
fendant's misconduct  which  are  made  the  subject  of 
specific  fines  by  the  laws  of  the  theatre.  Are  we,  then, 
to  hold  that,  if  the  defendant  happens  to  offend  in  a  case 
which  has  been  so  provided  for  by  those  laws,  she  shall 
pay  only  2s.  6d.  or  5s.;  but  if  she  offend  in  a  case  which 
has  not  been  so  provided  for,  she  shall  pay  200/.  ?  " 
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That  case  has  been  recognized  in  Sireei  v.  Bigby.  (a) 
In  Lofwe  v.  Peers  {b)  the  contract  had  but  a  single  ob- 
ject, that  the  defendant  should  marry  the  plainti£P,  who, 
therefore,  recovered  the  liquidated  damages  provided  by 
the  contract.  And  in  Reiley  v.  Jones  (c)  the  whole  object 
of  the  agreement  was,  that  the  defendant  should  transfer 
to  the  plaintiff  his  interest  in  a  public-house.  Park  J. 
put  the  judgment  of  the  Court  upon  this  footing.  In 
Barton  v.  Glover  {d),  Farrant  v.  Olmius  {e\  and  Crisdee 
V.  Bolton  {f\  the  agreements  for  liquidated  damages 
were  all  confined  to  some  specific  breach.  The  Court 
has  no  power  to  select  one  out;  of  the  various  stipulations 
contained  in  this  agreement,  and  apply  the  liquidated 
damages  to  that.  The  whole  agreement  must  be  taken 
together.  In  Daviesv.  Penton  {g)y  Baylet/ J.  saidy  "  We 
must  look  at  all  parts  of  the  instrument,  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties  that 
the  sum  of  500/.  should  be  a  penalty  or  liquidated 
damages.  Now,  where  the  sum  which  is  to  be  the  secu- 
rity for  the  performance  of  an  agreement  to  do  several 
acts  will,  in  cases  of  breaches  of  the  agreement,  be  in 
some  instances  too  large,  and  in  others  too  small  a  com- 
pensation for  the  injury  thereby  occasioned,  that  sum  is 
to  be  considered  a  penalty."  Holroyd  J.  ^^  We  must 
look  to  the  nature  of  the  agreement,  and  of  the  sum 
to  be  paid,  in  order  to  ascertain  whether  the  sum 
which  was  to  secure  the  performance  of  the  agreement 
was  intended  to  be  a  penalty  or  liquidated  damages." 
Littledale  J.  ^^  Since  the  statute  8  &  9  fF.  3.  parties 
in  framing  agreements  have  frequently  changed  the 
word   petialty  for  liquidated   damages,-    but  the   mere 
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alteration  of  the  term  cannot  alter  the  nature  of  the 
thing;  and  if  the  Court  see,  upon  the  whole  agreement, 
that  the  parties  intended  the  sum  to  be  a  penalty,  they 
ooght  not  to  allow  one  party  to  deprive  the  other  of  the 
benefit  to  be  derived  from  the  statute."  And  in  Randal 
▼.  Eoerest  (a),  where  an  agreement  not  under  seal,  for 
the  lease  of  a  public  house,  contained  a  clause  that  the 
par^  neglecting  to  comply  with  his  part  of  the  agree- 
ment should  pay  the  sum  of  100/.,  mutually  agreed 
upon  to  be  the  damages  ascertained  and  fixed  on  breach 
thereof^  it  was  held,  that  the  party  making  a  default 
was  not  liable  beyond  the  damages  actually  sustained. 
Lord  Tenterden  laid  it  down,  that  ^^  whether  the  term 
ftnaUy  or  liquidated  damages  be  used  in  the  agree- 
ment, a  party  who  claims  compensation  for  default  shall 
only  be  allowed  to  recover  what  damage  he  has  really 
sustained."  The  exaction  of  liquidated  damages  would 
be  the  more  severe  in  the  present  instance,  as  the  Plain- 
tiff has  had  the  benefit  of  the  Defendant's  services  for  a 
omsiderable  proportion  of  the  time  agreed  on ;  and  it  is 
oontrary  to  every  principle  of  contracts,  that  a  party 
should  have  performance  pro  tantOj  and  a  penalty  too. 
Pothier{b)  says,  "  I  cannot  receive  the  whole  of  the 
penalty,  and  enjoy  in  part  the  benefit  of  my  right  of  ser- 
vitude :  I  cannot,  at  the  same  time,  have  the  one  and 
the  other." 


Kembls 
Fabren. 


Wilde  Seijt.  coniri.  In  all  cases  the  rule  is,  to  collect 
the  intention  of  the  parties  from  the  language  of  the 
agreement,  and  not  to  decide  what  is  reasonable  or  un- 
reasonable, for  on  that  no  two  persons  would  be  found 
to  agree.  On  the  contrary,  if  a  contract  be  never  so 
mireasonable,  the  Court  will  sustain  it,  provided  it 
appears  clearly  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the  parties 


(a)  \M.l5fM.Ai. 

[b)  Traites  ies  Ohligations^  part  a.  cap.  5.  art.  3.  pi.  35i« 
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to  carry  it  into  effect.  In  Astley  v.  Weldon^  the  Court 
treated  the  question  of  liquidated  damages  purely  as  a 
question  of  intention ;  and  Lord  Eldon  said,  ^*If  a  party 
choose  to  stipulate  for  51.  or  50/.,  addditional  rent,  upon 
every  ricre  of  furze  broken  up,  or  for  any  given  sum  of 
money  upon  every  load  of  wood  cut  and  stubbed  up,  I 
see  nothing  irrational  in  such  a  contract ;  and  it  appears 
to  me  extremely  difficult  to  apply  with  propriety  the 
word  excessive  to  the  terms  in  which  parties  choose  to 
contract  with  each  other."  Although  the  sum  fixed  in  the 
present  instance  may  appear  somewhat  exorbitant,  when 
applied  to  slight  violations  of  the  contract,  the  parties 
probably  fixed  it  on  the  whole  agreement,  on  account 
of  the  difficulty  of  ascertaining  the  damages  in  matters 
regarding  theatrical  performance.  It  would  be  difficult, 
if  not  impossible,  to  prove  the  precise  sum  the  Plaintiff 
would  lose  by  the  Defendant's  n^lecting  to  attend 
rehearsals,  and  so,  performing  imperfectly  the  parts 
allotted  to  him,  or  by  his  transferring  his  services  to  a 
rival  establishment  In  Reiley  v.  Jones^  the  Court  decided 
on  the  ground  that  the  parties  had  one  paramount  object 
in  the  agreement,  and  that  the  defendant  had  violated 
the  agreement  in  respect  of  that  object.  The  paramount 
object  between  these  parties  was,  that  the  Plaintiff  should 
retain  the  Defendant  in  his  theatre,  and  that  the  De- 
fendant should  not  transfer  his  services  to  a  rival  esta- 
blishment; the  Defendant  has  violated  the  agreement  in 
that  respect.  The  language  in  which  the  liquidated 
damages  are  agreed  to  be  paid  is  the  strongest  that  can 
be  employed;  it  manifests  the  clearest  intention  that 
the  parties  shall  abide  by  it ;  and  if  it  be  not  sufficient 
to  secure  the  payment,  there  is  no  language  and  no 
contract  by  which  they  can  be  secured,  Davies  v.  Penton 
turned  on  the  circumstance,  that  the  defendant  had 
waived  his  right  to  insist  on  liquidated  damages. 

Cur.  ado.  vuU. 

TiNDAL 
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TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  is  a  rule  which  calls  upon  the 
Defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict,  which  has 
been  entered  for  the  Plaintiff  for  750/.,  should  not  be 
increased  to  10002. 

The  action  was  brought  upon  an  agreement  made 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant,  whereby  the 
Defendant  agreed  to  act  as  a  principal  comedian  at 
the  Theatre  Royal,  Covent  Garden,  during  the  four  then 
next  seasons,  commencing  October  1828,  and  also  to 
conform  in  all  things  to  the  usual  regulations  of  the  said 
Theatre  Royal,  Covent  Garden ;  and  the  Plaintiff 
agreed  to  pay  the  Defendant  32.  6s.  Sd.  every  night  on 
which  the  theatre  should  be  open  for  theatrical  per- 
formances, during  the  next  four  seasons,  and  that  the 
Defendant  should  be  allowed  one  benefit  night  during 
each  season,  on  certain  terms  therein  specified.  And 
the  agreement  contained  a  clause,  that  if  either  of  the 
parties  should  neglect  or  refuse  to  fulfil  the  said  agree- 
ment, or  any  part  thereof,  or  any  stipulation  therein 
contained,  such  party  should  pay  to  the  other  the  sum 
of  1000/.,  to  which  sum  it  was  thereby  agreed  that  the 
damages  sustained  by  any  such  omission,  neglect,  or 
refusal,  should  amount ;  and  which  sum  was  thereby 
declared  by  the  said  parties  to  be  liquidated  and  ascer- 
tained damages,  and  not  a  penalty  or  penal  sum,  or  in 
the  nature  thereof. 

The  breach  alleged  in  the  declaration  was,  that  the 
Defendant  refused  to  act  during  the  second  season,  for 
which  breach,  the  jury,  upon  the  trial,  assessed  the 
damages  at  750/. ;  which  damages  the  Plaintiff  contends 
ought  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement  to  have  been 
assessed  at  1000/. 

It  is,  undoubtedly,  difficult  to  suppose  any  words  more 
precise  or  explicit  than  those  used  in  the  agreement; 
the  same  declaring  not  only  affirmatively  that  the  sum 
of  1000/.  should  be  taken  as  liquidated  damages,  but 
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negatively  also  that  it  should  not  be  considered  as  a 
penalty,  or  in  the  nature  thereof.  And  if  the  clause 
had  been  limited  to  breaches  which  were  of  an  uncertain 
nature  and  amount,  we  should  have  thought  it  would 
have  had  the  effect  of  ascertaining  the  damaged  upon 
any  such  breach  at  1000/.  For  we  see  nothing  ill^al 
or  unreasonable  in  the  parties,  by  their  mutual  agree- 
ment, settling  the  amount  of  damages,  uncertain  in  their 
nature,  at  any  sum  upon  which  they  may  agree.  In 
many  cases,  such  an  agreement  fixes  that  which  is 
almost  impossible  to  be  accurately  ascertained ;  and  in 
all  cases,  it  saves  the  expense  and  difficulty  of  bringing 
witnesses  to  that  point.  But  in  the  present  case,  the 
clause  is  not  so  confined ;  it  extends  to  the  breach  of 
any  stipulation  by  either  party.  If,  therefore,  on  the 
one  hand,  the  Plaintiff  had  neglected  to  make  a  single 
payment  of  3/.  6s.  Sd.  per  day,  or  on  the  other  hand,  the 
Defendant  had  refused  to  conform  to  any  usual  re- 
gulation of  the  theatre,  however  minute  or  unimportant, 
<it  must  have  been  contended  that  the  clause  in  question, 
in  either  case,  would  have  given  the  stipulated  damages 
of  1000/.  But  that  a  very  large  sum  should  become 
immediately  payable,  in  consequence  of  the  nonpayment 
of  a  very  small  sum,  and  that  the  former  should  not  be 
considered  as  a  penalty,  appears  to  be  a  contradiction  in 
terms ;  the  case  being  precisely  that  in  which  courts  of 
equity  have  always  relieved,  and  against  which  courts  of 
law  have,  in  modem  times,  endeavoured  to  relieve,  by 
directing  juries  to  assess  the  real  damages  sustained  by 
the  breach  of  the  agreement  It  has  been  argued  at  the 
bar,  that  the  liquidated  damages  apply  to  those  breaches 
of  the  agreement  only  which  are  in  their  nature  un- 
certain, leaving  those  which  are  certain  to  a  distinct 
remedy,  by  the  verdict  of  a  jury.  But  we  can  only  say, 
if  such  is  the  intention  of  the  parties,  they  have  not  ex- 
pressed it;  but  have  made  the  clause  relate,  by  express 
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and  positive  terms,  to  all  breaches  of  every  kind.  We 
cannot,  therefore,  distinguish  this  case,  in  principle, 
from  that  of  Astley  v.  Weldon,  in  which  it  was  sti- 
pulated, that  either  of  the  parties  neglecting  to  per- 
form the  agreement  should  pay  to  the  other  of  them 
the  full  sum  of  200/.,  to  be  recovered  in  his  Majesty's 
courts  at  Westminster.  Here  there  was  a  distinct  agree- 
ment, that  the  sum  stipulated  should  be  liquidated  and 
ascertained  damages  :  there  were  clauses  in  tlie  agree- 
ment, some  sounding  in  uncertain  damages,  others  relating 
to  certain  pecuniary  payments ;  the  action  was  brought 
for  the  breach  of  a  clause  of  an  uncertain  nature ;  and 
yet  it  was  held  by  the  Court,  that  for  this  very  reason 
it  would  be  absurd  to  construe  the  sum  inserted  in  the 
agreement  as  liquidated  damages,  and  it  was  held  to  be 
a  penal  sum  only.  As  this  case  appears  to  us  to  be 
decided  on  a  clear  and  intelligible  principle,  and  to 
apply  to  that  under  consideration,  we  think  it  right  to 
adhere  to  it,  and  this  makes  it  unnecessary  to  consider 
the  subsequent  cases,  which  do  not  in  any  way  break  in 
upon  it  The  consequence  is,  we  tliink  the  presept 
verdict  should  stand,  and  the  rule  for  increasing  the 
damages  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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(IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.) 

Jime%6.      Capel  and  Another  v.  Buszard  and  Others, 
Assignees  of  Jones  and  Another,  Bankrupts. 

It  was  stated  'J^ROVER  for  two  barges ;  first  count  on  the  posses- 

in  a  special  gj^jj  of  the  assignees.     Plea,   not  guilty.     At  the 

by  an  inden-  ^"^^  before  Lord  Tenterden  C.  J.,  at  the  London  situogs 

turc,  A.  de-  after  Trinity  term,  1827,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  of  not 

all  that  wharf  S^^'^X  ^°  ^®  ^^^^  count ;  and  on  the  second  a  special 
next  the  river  verdict.  Stating,  as  to  the  grievances  in  that  count 
Thames  de-      mentioned,  that,   at  the  time  of  makinir  the   distress 

scnbed  bv 

abutments,  thereinafter  mentioned,   W.  R.  Jones  and  G.  Jones  had 

together  with  become  bankrupts,  and  the  Plaintiffs  had  been  chosen 

J^*^'*  ,  ^°d  appointed  their  assignees ;    that  the  Plaintiffs,  as 

sages,  ease-  such  assignees,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  distress 

ments,  profits,    thereinafter  mentioned,  were  lawfully  possessed,  as  of 

commodities, 

and  appurte-     ^heir  property  as  such  assignees,  of  the  barges  therein- 

sances  what-  after  mentioned  to  have  been  taken  and  distrained  by 
^^harf^-  the  Defendants;  and  that  by  an  indenture  dated  the 
longing;  and    9th  oi  March  1816,  and  made  before  W.R,  Jones  and 

that  by  the       q^  Jones,  or  either  of  them,  became  bankrupts,  between 

mdenture  the  , 

exclusive  use     ^^^  ^-  Brawn  of  the  one  part,  and  the  bankrupts  of 

of  the  land  of  the  other  part.  Brawn  demised,  leased,  &c  to  the 
TbMMj  oT^-      bankrupts  all  that  wharf,  ground,  and  premises  next 

posite  to  and  the  river  Thames^  and  also  all  that  capital  brick-built 
in  front  of  the 

wharf,  between  high  and  low  water  mark,  as  well  when  covered  with  water,  as  dry, 
for  the  accommodation  of  the  tenants  of  the  wharf,  was  demised  as  appurtenant  to 
the  wharf,  but  that  the  land  itself  between  high  and  low  water  mark  was  not 
demised :  Held,  that  the  lessor  could  not  distrain,  for  rent  in  arrear,  barges,  the  pro- 
perty of  J?.,  lying  in  the  space  between  high  and  low  water  mark,  and  attached  to 
the  wharf  by  ropes. 

warehouse 
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warehouse  of  three  floors  erected  and  built  thereon,  1829. 
abutting  north  on  the  river  l^hames^  east  on  premises 
in  the  occupation  of  T,  Flockton^  south  on  the  street, 
cartway,  and  common  highway  leading  from  Pickle  Buszard. 
Herring  Stairs  to  Hordeydawn  Stairsj  and  west  on  Five- 
foot  Way  or  Little  Wharf  for  landing  goods ;  and  cer- 
tain other  premises  in  the  indenture  more  particularly 
mentioned;  together  with  free  liberty  for  them,  the 
bankrupts,  their  executors,  &c.  during  that  demise,  to 
land  and  load  goods,  &c.  in  common  with  the  rest  of 
the  tenants  of  Brawn  at  the  said  Fivefoot  Way  or  Little 
Wharf  fronting  the  river  Thames  s  together  with  all 
cellars,  ways,  paths,  passages,  lights,  easements,  profits, 
commodities,  and  appurtenances  whatsoever  to  the  said 
whar^  ground,  warehouse,  and  premises,  or  any  of  them, 
belonging  or  appertaining;  habendum^  the  same  pre- 
mises, with  their  and  every  of  their  appurtenances  unto 
the  bankrupts,  their  executors,  &c.  from  the  22d  of 
March  then  past,  for  the  term  of  thirteen  years,  at  the 
yearly  rent  of  555Ly  by  equal  quarterly  payments,  pay- 
able to  Bramuy  and  after  his  death  to  the  person  who 
should  be  entitled  to  the  freehold  of  the  premises.  The 
special  verdict  then  stated,  that  by  the  indenture,  the 
exclusive  use  of  the  land  of  the  river  Thames^  opposite 
to  and  in  front  of  the  said  wharf-ground  between  high 
and  low  water  mark,  as  well  when  covered  with  water 
as  dry,  for  the  accommodation  of  the  tenants  of  the 
wharf,  was  demised  as  appurtenant  to  the  said  wharf, 
ground,  and  premises,  but  that  the  land  itself  between 
high  and  low  water  mark,  was  not  demised  ;  that  on  the 
12th  of  "Naoember  1826,  the  sum  of  SSSL  of  the  rent 
was  in  arrear  and  unpaid  ;  and  that  on  that  day,  and  at 
the  time  of  making  the  distress  thereinafter  mentioned, 
die  two  barges,  the  property  of  the  Plaintiffs  as  such 
assignees,  were  attached  by  ropes,  head  and  stern,  to 
the  wharf-ground  aforesaid,  and  were  lying  and  being 
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1829.        on  the  part  oF  the  river  Thames  opposite  to  and  in  front 

'  of  the  said  wharf,  ground,  and  premises,  and  betwe^i 

^.  high  and  low  water  mark,  the  exclusive  use  of  which 

Btozard.     was  demised  as  aforesaid ;  that  the  Defendants,  on  the 

said  12th  November^  as  the  bailiffs  of  the  person  who  was 

then  entitled  to  the  freehold  of  the  wharf  and  premises^ 

and  was  duly  authorized  by  law  to  distrain  for  the 

arrears,  seized  and  took  the  two  barges  as  a  dbtress  for 

the  arrears  of  rent,    and  shortly  afterwards  sold  and 

disposed  thereof  to  satisfy  such  arrears. 

Judgment  having  b^^n  given  in  favour  of  the  Plainti£& 
below,  the  case  was  brought  into  the  Exchequer  Cham- 
ber on  eiTor. 

Starry  for  the  Defendants  below.     The  exclusive  use 
found  by  the  special  verdict  is  a  certain  and  determinate 
interest  or  profit,  in  contradistinction  to  a  profit  to  be 
taken  in  an  uncertain  place,  or  to  a  mere  easement, 
which  latter  could  not  be  described  in  the  old  prece-. 
dents  as  appendant  or  appurtenant;  Godley  v.  Frith  (a) ; 
but  in  this  case,  the  right  of  the  lessee  between  high 
and  low  water  mark  is  found  by  the  special  verdict  to 
be  appurtenant.     It  may  be  a  substantial  and  tangible 
interest  whereto  a  lessor  may  resoit  to  distrain,  and  yet 
be  appurtenant  to  land.      The  technical  rule  is  only 
that  land  shall  not   be   appuitenant  to   land.     In  Co. 
Lit,  121  &.  it  is  said,  that  prescription  doth  not   make 
any  thing  appendant  or  appurtenant,  unless  the  thing 
appendant  or  appurtenant  agree  in  quality  and  nature 
to  the  thing  whereunto  it  is  appendant  or  appurtenant, 
as  a  thing  corporeal  cannot  properly  be  appendant  to  a 
thing  corporeal,  nor  a  thing  incorporeal  to  a  thing  in- 
corporeal.    Mr.  Butler,  in   his   note   to   this   passage, 
after  adverting  to   some  examples   to  shew    that   this 
position  is  not  universally  true,  says,  "  The  true  test 

(a)  Telv»  159. 
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seems  to  be  the  propriety  of  relation  between  the  prin-  1829. 
cipal  and  the  adjunct,  which  may  be  found  out  by 
considering  whether  they  so  agree  in  nature  and  quality 
as  to  be  capable  of  union  without  any  incongruity."  In 
thb  case  the  principal  is  the  wharf;  the  exclusive  right 
to  use  the  land  between  high  and  low  water  mark  is  the 
adjunct.  They  agree  in  nature  and  quality,  so  as  to  be 
aqpcd>le  of  union  without  any  incongruity ;  one,  there- 
fi)re,  may  be  appurtenant  to  the  other. 

But  assuming  this  to  be  an  incorporeal  interest,  the 
same  remedies  are  applicable  to  the  recovery  of  it}  and 
the  some  consequences  at  law  attach  on  the  demise  of  it, 
as  upon  that  of  the  corporeal  principal.  It  is  an  interest 
for  the  recovery  of  which  an  assize  of  naoel  disseisin 
would  lie  at  common  law ;  that  is,  a  writ  of  entry, 
wherein  A.  complains  that  B.  hath  disseised  him  of  his 
freehold,  and  the  sheriff  is  to  cause  that  tenement  to  be 
reseised,  and  twelve  men  to  view  that  tenement,  &&  (a) 
BractoHy  in  his  chapter  on  the  assize  of  Naoel  Disseisin^ 
lib.  4.  fol.  164.,  says,  ^' Locum  autem  non  solum  habet 
hnjusmodi  assisa  in  rebus  corporalibus  sicut  in  tene-' 
wuntis  quibuscunque ;  verum  etiam  in  rebus  incorpO' 
raiibus  sicut  in  servitutibus  et  in  rebuS  qua  pertinent  ad 
tenementum  sicut  in  jure  pascendi,  falcandi,  fodiendi  et 
hojusmodi."  And  again  in  fol.  176.,  ''In  quibus  casibus 
omnibus  subvenitur  disseisito  per  breve  de  ingressu 
secundam  formas  inferius  notandas,  tam  super  posses- 
sionibus  rerum  corporalium,  quam  super  juribus,  scilicet 
rd>ns  incorporalibus  sicut  super  jure  pascendi  et  hujus- 
modi  utendi  fruendi."  Here  the  lessee  had  the  jus 
vtendij  for  he  had  the  exclusive  right  of  using  the  land 
between  high  and  low  water  mark.  Again,  wherever  a 
view  could  be  had  of  tenements,  among  which  are 
servitudes,  an  assize  lay  for  the  recovery  of  the  rentf 

(a)  FHZ.N.B.  177. 
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1829.  and  even  a  distress  might  be  made  upon  a  servitus  for 
the  rent  of  the  servitus,  provided  it  were  practicable, 
Bractorii  lib.  4.  fol.  181.  It  has  been  said  that  assize 
BuszARD.  lay  in  these  instances  only,  because  it  was  a  speedy 
remedy;  hut  Bracton^  lib. 4.  fol.  181.,  says,  that  it  lies 
only  where  stricdy  applicable ;  and,  therefore,  if  the  com- 
plainant is  ignorant  of,  or  cannot  describe  his  tenement, 
either  in  quality  or  quantity,  or  its  local  situation,  the 
writ  of  assize  of  novel  disseisin  will  not  lie.  The  re* 
medy  by  assize  of  naoel  disseisin  was  extended  by 
the  statute  of  Westminster,  2d.  Lord  Coke,  in  com-* 
menting  on  that  statute,  in  ^  Inst,  ^12.,  observes,  that 
Bracton,  who  wrote  before  the  making  of  the  act,  says, 
that  the  assize  lay  for  any  common  appurtenant  to  the 
freehold,  as  for  common  of  pasture  or  of  turbary; 
and  then,  "  That  in  the  reign  of  Henry  III.,  which 
was  before  the  making  of  that  act,  an  assize  did  lie 
of  common  of  piscary;  and  these  opinions  had  great 
probability  of  reason,  yet,  because  (as  hath  been  said) 
there  was  no  writ  in  the  register  in  those  cases,  there* 
fore,  before  this  act,  no  writ  did  lie  by  the  general 
opinion  of  the  judges ;  but  now  this  act  hath  cleared  the 
question."  And  Bracton,  when  he  mentions  the  writ 
of  entry,  ad  terminum  qui  prceteriit,  lib.  4.  fol.  S24*, 
asserts,  that  it  will  lie  for  common  of  pasture,  dum 
tamen  pastura  fuerit  certa  et  designata  ad  cerium  numerum 
averiorum.  These  writs  of  entry,  therefore,  are  appli- 
cable, the  one  to  that  interest  in  land  stated  in  the 
special  verdict,  the  other  to  that  right  of  common  which 
the  same  interest  is  admitted  to  resemble. 

Then,  the  same  consequences  attach  upon  the  de- 
mise of  it  as  upon  that  of  the  corporeal  heredita- 
ment. The  lessee  has  acknowledged  under  his  hand 
and  seal  that  this  appurtenant  is  part  of  the  premises 
demised,  in  respect  of  which  the  rent  is  reserved.  The 
power  of  distress  is  incident  to  and  inseparable  from  rent 

service. 
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serrice^  and  to  that  power  there  are  no  stricter  limits  1829. 
than  the  following,  which  are  given  in  FletCy  lib*  2. 
a  49.,  ^^In  qualibet  captione  tria  principaliter  requi- 
niDtar,  certus  locus,  certa  causa,  etseisina  alicujus."  In  Buszard. 
the  present  case,  all  these  three  requisites  concur. 
lAMeton^  sect.  58.,  does  not  confine  the  right  of  distress 
to  lands,  but  says,  '^  If  the  lessor  reserve  to  him  a  yearly 
lent  upon  such  lease,  he  may  choose  for  to  distrain  for 
die  rent  in  the  tenements  letten"  Lord  Cokcj  in  com- 
mendng  on  this  passage,  says»  that  the  rent  must  be 
reserved  out  of  the  lands  or  tenements  whereunto  the 
lessor  may  have  resort  to  distrain.  The  reason  given 
by  Lord  Coke,  therefore,  why  the  rent  should  be  reserved 
oat  of  the  lands  and  tenements  is,  that  there  should  be 
a  certain  place  to  distrain  upon.  He  afterwards  pr<^ 
oeeds  to  say,  that  a  rent  cannot  be  reserved  by  a  com- 
mon person  out  of  an  incorporeal  inheritance,  as  tithes, 
&c ;  but  if  lease  be  made  of  them  by  deed  for  years,  it 
may  be  good,  by  way  of  contract,  to  have  an  action  of 
debt,  but  distrain  the  lessor  cannot."  This  dictum, 
that  it  is  good  by  way  of  contract  only,  is  at  variance 
with  what  was  said  by  the  Court  in  Bally  v.  Wells  (a), 
where  tithes  were  held  to  be  such  an  estate  as  would 
create  a  privity  between  the  lessor  and  assignee,  so  as  to 
make  the  latter  liable  upon  a  covenant  running  with  the 
tithes.  There,  it  was  objected  tithes  were  incorpo- 
real, and  could  not  support  a  covenant  by  the  lessee 
thereof,  to  run  with  them,  so  as  to  bind  the  assignee. 
Bat  the  Court,  in  delivering  judgment,  say,  ^^  There 
seems  to  be  no  difference  between  an  inheritance  in 
lands  and  tithes  as  to  this  matter.  Tithe  is  a  tenth 
part  of  the  profits  of  the  lands  /  the  profit  of  the  land 
is  the  land  itself;  tithes  are  tangible  and  visiUe;  may 
be  put  in  view  in  an  assize;  an  ejectment  lies  of  them; 
a  pracipe  quod  reddai  lies  of  a  portion  of  tithes :  a  vrar- 
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1829.  ranty  may  be  annexed  to  incorporeal  inheritances: 
they  have  every  property  of  an  inheritance  in  land, 
except  that  they  lie  in  grant,  and  not  in  livery.*'  Those 
BuszARD..  observations  apply  obviously  to  the  nature  of  the  in- 
terest which  the  lessee  took  in  the  space  between  high 
and  low  water  mark.  Again,  beasts  upon  the  common 
might,  at  common  law,  be  distrained  for  the  rent  of  the 
common.  In  the  Year  Book,  26  Hen.  8.  p.  5.,  this  case 
is  stated,  ^^  In  replevin  defendant  avowed  that  plaintiff, 
and  his  ancestors,  &c.  had  used  to  have  common  in 
certain  acres  of  the  defendant,  for  which  rent  was  re- 
served at  the  festival  of  Christmas^  which  rent  was  in 
arrear,  and  avowed  the  taking.  Mervin.  Sir,  it  seems 
to  me  that  the  prescription  availeth  not,  for  he  pre- 
scribes to  distrain  in  his  own  soil,  which  would  be  in- 
convenient Fitzherbert.  It  is  a  good  prescription,  and 
may  have  a  lawful  beginning:  the  soil  is  not  charged 
with  the  distress,  but  only  the  beasts.  Afterwards,  on 
another  day,  Mervin  moved  Englefield  on  the  same 
point,  who  said  as  Fitzherbert  had  said."  In  Gratis 
case  [a)f  it  was  resolved  that  the  lord  might  distrain 
cattle  for  the  rent  of  a  common  on  a  common,  although 
there  was  no  prescription  to  distrain.  In  the  Mayor  of 
Northampton^  case (6),  Lee  C.J.  seems  to  have  thought 
that  the  owner  of  the  soil  might  distrain  even  for 
stallage,  provided  the  sum  were  fixed.  These  autho- 
rities shew  that  there  may  be  a  distress  for  rent 
issuing  out  of  an  interest  analogous  to  that  which  the 
lessee  took  under  the  indenture  in  the  space  between 
high  and  low  water  mark.  The  exclusive  use  found  by 
the  jury  was  inferred  from  those  acts  of  enjoyment  of 
which  this  soil  is  capable,  such  as  making  beds  for  the 
barges,  clearing  out  the  mud,  &c.  The  interest  of  the 
tenant  may  be  likened  to  the  vesture  of  land  which  may 
be  distrained  upon.  Co.  Lit.  47  a. ;  or  to  those  particular 

{a)  5jR/^.  78.     S.C.Cr0.Eliz.4O5.  (b)   iWih.xis. 
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rights  for  any  injury  to  which  trespass  will  lie,  as  a  1829. 
right  to  the  herbage ;  or  a  piscary,  Co.  Lit,  4  i.,  Wilson 
V.  Mackreth  (a),  Welsh  v.  Myers,  {b)  These  barges, 
although  not  ^'  in  and  upon"  the  wharf  ground,  would 
have  had  no  certain  local  habitation  but  for  the  wharf 
ground  to  which  they  were  attached.  If  these  barges 
were  lawfully  distrained,  when  the  privilege  of  being  so 
attached  only  was  demised  (as  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  decided  in  this  very  case  (c)  a  fortiori^  a  distress 
of  them  is  lawful  when  the  tenants  were  in  the  occupa- 
tion of  the  interest  stated  in  this  special  verdict.  They 
occupied  the  premises  demised  according  to  the  mode 
of  occupation  of  which  they  were  capable. 

Richards  for  the  Plaintiffs  below.  The  Defendants 
below  could  not,  by  law,  distrain  the  barges  while  they 
were  between  high  and  low  water  mark,  because  a  distress 
can  only  be  made  on  the  land  out  of  which  the  rent  issues, 
and  here  the  rent  did  not  issue  out  of  the  land  between 
high  and  low  water  mark.  That  land  was  not  demised, 
bat  only  an  exclusive  right  to  use  it.  That  was  a  mere 
easement.  In  Co,  Lit,  47  a,  it  is  said,  ^'  that  it  ap- 
peareth  by  Littleton  that  a  rent  must  be  reserved  out  of 
the  lands  or  tenements  whereunto  the  lessor  may  have 
resort  or  recourse  to  distrain,  as  Littleton  here  also 
saith,  and,  therefore,  a  rent  cannot  be  reserved  by  a 
common  person  out  of  any  incorporeal  inheritance,  as 
advowsons,  commons,  offices,  corodies,  mulcture  of  a 
mill,  tithes  at  fairs,  markets,  liberties,  privileges,  fran- 
chises, and  the  like.  But  if  the  lease  be  made  of  them 
by  deed  for  years,  it  may  be  good,  by  way  of  contract, 
Id  have  an  action  of  debt,  but  distrain  the  lessor  can- 
not." Here  the  land  between  high  and  low  water  mark 
is  not  demised,  but  a  mere  right  to  use  it.  That  is  a 
privilege  or  easement,  and,  consequently,  no  rent  can 

{a)  3  Burr.  z8a4*         (^)  4  Campb.  368.         (r)  4  Bittgb,  137. 
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1829.  issue  out  of  it  The  11  G.  2.  c.  19.  5.8.  enables  the 
landlord  to  distrain  any  cattle  feeding  upon  a  commoa 
appurtenant  to  the  land  demised.  At  common  law  such 
BussARD.  cattle  could  not  be  distrained,  because  the  soil  of  the 
common  belonged  to  the  lord  of  the  fee;  and  the  lessor  of 
the  land  (to  which  the  right  of  common  is  appurtenant) 
could  not,  therefore,  enter  on  the  common  land  to  dis- 
train. So,  in  this  case,  the  soil  of  the  land  between 
high  and  low  water  mark  belongs  to  the  king.  The 
lessor  of  the  whar^  therefore,  can  have  no  right  to  dis- 
train on  that  land,  though  he  may  have,  as  appurtenant  to 
his  own  land,  an  exclusive  right  to  use  the  space  between 
high  and  low  water  mark.  There  are  cases  where  land 
having  been  demised  for  a  term  of  years,  and  the  lessee 
having  had  reserved  to  him  a  right  of  using  part  of  the 
demised  premises  after  the  expiration  of  the  term,  his 
crops  have  been  held  to  be  subject  to  distress  so  long  as 
they  continued  on  the  land,  as  in  Borasto^  v.  Green  (a\ 
and  Knight  v.  Benett.  {b)  But  in  those  cases  the  land 
itself  on  which  the  distress  was  made  was  originally  de- 
mised, and  not  the  mere  use  of  it,  as  in  this  case. 

Ciir.  adv.  mfiL 

Alexander  C.  B.  This  is  an  action  of  trover  for 
two  barges,  brought  by  the  assignees  of  bankrupts  of 
the  name  of  Jonesj  against  two  Defendants,  who  were 
bailiffs,  duly  authorised,  of  the  person  then  entided  to 
the  freehold  of  a  wharf  and  premises  in  possession  of 
the  Plaintiff  below,  the  assignees,  and  who  had  seized 
the  two  barges  under  colour  of  distress  for  rent  arrear. 

The  distress  was  made  upon  the  two  barges  lying  in 
the  river  Thames^  but  attached  by  ropes  to  the  wharf 
demised  by  the  principal  of  these  bailiffs,  the  Defendants 
below,  to  the  bankrupt  now  represented  by  the  assignees. 
The  question  is.  Whether  the  distress  is  valid  ?     There 

{a)  z  H.  BL  5.  (h)  3  Bh^.  sU^ 
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is  no  doubt  that  the  wharf  was  demised,  that  rent  was  in         1829. 
arrear,  and  the  distress  made. 

The  controversy  is,  whether  the  barges  were  in  a  posi- 
tion which  rendered  them  liable  to  be  distrained  upon. 

It  is  necessary  to  examine  the  terms  of  the  demise 
to  determine  the  nature  of  the  interest  which  the  tenant 
took  under  the  demise  in  the  place  where  the  barges 
were  at  the  time  of  the  distress,  and  then  to  decide 
whether  by  law  property  in  that  place  was  liable  to  be 
distrained  upon.  The  jury  found  a  special  verdict, 
where  the  terms  of  the  demise  are  stated.  In  substance 
they  are  as  follows :  —  By  indenture  Brown  demised  to 
the  bankrupts  all  that  wharf,  ground,  and  premises  next 
the  river  Thames^  and  also  all  that  warehouse  abutting 
north  on  the  ThameSi  &c.,  together  with  licence  for  them 
during  that  demise  to  land  and  load  goods  in  common  with 
the  rest  of  the  lessor's  tenants  at  Fivefoot  Way  Wharf; 
toother  with  all  easements  and  appurtenances  to  the  said 
wharf  and  premises  belonging  or  appertaining :  —  the 
special  verdict  then  stated,  that  by  the  indenture  the  ex- 
clusive use  of  the  land  of  the  river  Thames  opposite  to 
and  in  front  of  the  demised  wharf  between  high  and 
few  water  mark,  as  well  when  covered  with  water  as  dry, 
was  demised  as  appurtenant  to  the  wharf,  but  that  the 
land  between  high  and  low  water  mark  was  not  demised. 
It  has  been  observed  that  the  special  verdict  is  in  this 
place  erroneous  and  inconsistent  with  itself.  It  finds 
that  the  exclusive  use  of  the  land  over  which  the  river 
flows  was  demised  as  appurtenant  to  the  v^harfs^  but  that 
die  land  itself  was  not  demised.  This  inconsistency  has 
suggested  to  one  of  the  Judges  the  propriety  of  a  venire 
de  novo.  It  is  agreed  that  the  finding  is  inconsistent, 
because  a  grant  of  the  exclusive  use  of  the  land  is  a 
grant  of  the  land.  Therefore  the  verdict  finds  that  the 
land  was  demised,  and  that  it  was  not  demised.  But 
still  the  majority  of  the  Judges  are  of  opinion  that  there 

is 
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1829.  is  no  occasion  for  a  xjenire  de  novo:  such  a  step  would^ 
in  their  opinion,  occasion  useless  delay  and  expense. 
The  jury  have  put  a  construction  upon  the  instrumenL 
The  instrument  is  itself  sufficiently  set  out  upon  the 
special  verdict,  and  the  Court  can  judge  of  its  legal 
effect.  They  are  now  informed  as  exactly  what  the 
facts  are  as  they  could  be  by  any  amendment,  and, 
therefore,  do  not  deem  it  necessary  that  there  should 
be  a  venire  de  novo.  The  special  verdict  then  proceeds, 
<<  That  on  the  12th  November  1826,  the  sum  of  555/.  of 
the  rent  was  in  arreer  and  unpaid ;  and,  that  on  that 
day,  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  distress  thereinafter 
mentioned,  the  two  barges,  the  property  of  the  Plaiatiflb 
as  such  assignees,  were  attached  by  ropes,  head  and 
stern,  to  the  wharf  ground  aforesaid,  and  were  lying  and 
being  on  the  part  of  the  river  Thames^  opposite  to  and 
in  front  of  the  said  wharf,  ground,  and  premises,  and 
between  high  and  low  water  mark,  the  exclusive  use  of 
which  was  demised  as  aforesaid ;  that  the  Defendants,  on 
the  said  12th  of  November,  as  the  bailiffs  of  the  person 
who  was  then  entitled  to  the  freehold  of  the  wharf  and 
premises,  and  was  duly  authorized  by  law  to  distrain  for 
the  arrears,  seized  and  took  the  two  barges  as  a  distress 
for  the  arrears  of  rent,  and  shortly  afterwards  sold  and 
disposed  thereof  to  satisfy  such  arrears."  Such  is  the 
verdict.  Nothing  is  demised  but  the  wharf,  ground,  and 
premises  next  the  river  Thames,  and  the  capital  built 
brick  warehouse  of  three  floors,  erected  and  built  there* 
on,  together  with  the  *'  Cellars,  sollars,  rooms,  chamber* 
ways,  paths,  passages,  lights,  easements,  profits,  commo- 
dities, advantages,  and  appurtenances  whatsoever,  to  the 
said  wharf,  ground,  warehouse,  and  premises  belonging 
or  appertaining." 

What  is  demised,  therefore,  is  the  wharf,  ground^ 
and  premises  next  the  river,  the  warehouse  and  the 
casements  and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging.  The 
jury  tell  us  that  it  was  as  appurtenant  that  the    ex« 

elusive 
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elusive  right  to  the  use  of  the  land  in  question,  over        1829. 
which  the  barges  were  moored,  passed  to  the  lessee. 

As  it  is  an  acknowledged  rule,  that  land  cannot  be 
appurtenant  to  land,  it  follows  that  the  jury  drew  a 
right  inference  from  the  deed  when  they  found  that  the 
land  itself  between  high  and  low  water  mark  was  not 
demised ;  and  when  they  say  that  the  exclusive  use  of  the 
land 'Was  demised  for  the  accommodation  of  the  tenants 
of  the  wharf,  they  do  not  mean  exclusive  use  in  the 
sense  which  those  words  import,  when  they  are  held  to 
pass  the  land  itself.  That  would  be  contrary  both  to 
their  own  express  finding,  and  to  the  manifest  construc- 
tion of  the  deed  itself,  set  out  upon  the  record.  It  may 
be  assumed  as  a  fact,  therefore,  that  the  land  over  which 
the  barges  were  moored,  was  not  demised,  though  the 
land  to  which  they  were  attached  was  demised.  The 
question  then  comes  to  be,  whether  by  law  a  distress 
can  be  made  upon  property  situated  upon  land  which  is 
not  parcel  of  the  demise  —  land  of  which  the  tenant  has 
at  most  an  easement. 

It  cannot  be  denied  that  the  law  is  generally  under- 
stood to  be  as  laid  down  by  the  Lord  Chief  Baron 
Comyns  in  his  Digest j  tide  Distress,  A3.;  that,  for  rent 
reserved  upon  a  lease,  a  man  may  distrain  upon  any  part 
of  the  land  out  of  which  the  rent  issues :  evidently  im- 
plying a  negative:  that  he  can  distrain  no  where  else. 

It  would  surely  be  vain  to  contend  that  the  rent 
issed  out  of  the  soil  of  this  navigable  riveit  Much 
ancient  learning  has  been  ingeniously  brought  into 
action  upon  this  occasion,  to  prove  that  a  distress  may 
be  taken  upon  an  easement  or  a  right  analogous  to  what 
the  tenants  are  supposed  to  have  had  upon  the  river  in 
diis  case.  But  none  of  the  cases  cited,  wlien  examined, 
warrant  the  proposition. 

The  total  absence  of  all  clear  and  direct  authority 
upon  such  a  point,  is,  I  think,  decisive  against  it.     I  do 

Vol.  VI.  M  not 


:?; 


i«S  CASES  iM  TRINITY  T£RM 

1829.  not  think  it  necessary  to  examine  the  dicta  and  cesea 
which  have  been  mentioned,  in  order  to  shew  that  they 
fail  in  establishing  the  proposition  for  which  they  have 
been  cited. 

The  exceptions  to  the  role  that  the  distress  must  be 
upon  the  land,  whether  they  are  found  in  the  common 
law,  or  tntrodoced  by  statute,  all  prove  the  rule. 

The  right  of  the  lord  to  follow  when  the  cattle  are 
removed  wHhin  his  sights  when  it  is  stated  by  my  Lord 
Coke  in  the  1st  Ind.  161.  is  put  upon  this,  tiiat  tn  jod^ 
raent  of  law  thev  are  at  the  time  within  his  fee. 

The  statute  of  Anncy  affording  a  remedy  where  the 
goods  are  carried  off  clandestinely;  the  stat.  of  G.S. 
authorising  the  landlord  to  distrain  cattle  feeding  upon 
common,  appurtenant  to  the  land  demised;  all  these 
exceptions  prove  the  rule  that  the  distress  must  be 
made  upon  land  out  of  which  the  right  of  the  landkird 
issues. 

There  is  no  reason  in  justice  for  extending  by  sub* 
tilty  the  right  of  distraining  beyond  what  the  ancient 
law  of  the  realm  has  established.  If  the  law  were  as 
contended  by  the  Defendants  below,  the  barges  of  a 
stranger  moored  there  for  a  temporary  purpose  with 
their  cargoes,  might  be  seized ;  which  would  be  unjust. 

It  has  been  said  that  a  decision,  that  the  right  for 
distraining  does  not  exist  upon  property  situated  as  these 
barges  were,  would  be  dangerous  to  the  commercial  in- 
terests o(  the  country.  I  am  not  able  to  discover  tb^ 
danger.  The  landlord  w411  have  his  remedy  by  distress 
upon  the  premises  really  demised,  and  will  have  besides 
his  remedy  upon  the  contract. 

If  it  be  supposed  that  because  the  soil  of  the  river 
cannot  be  demised  by  the  owner  of  the  adjoining  whar^ 
the  easement  or  privilege  of  attaching  their  barges  ta 
the  adjoining  wharf  would  be  in  danger,  I  must  say  I 
cannot  discover  the  consequence.  If  this  be  an  ease- 
ment, 


IN  irtlE  TEiitA  YfeAfe  OF  OteO.  IV.  IM 

tkentj  ti&  they  s^  it  is,  to  the  benefit  of  which  they  are        18^9. 
(Mithled,  the  kw  has  the  means  of  pirotecting  men  in 
their  easements  appurtenant  to  their  lands  as  well  as  in 
the  lands  themselves.     We  are  of  opinion   that  the 
jndgmetit  should  be  affirmed. 

I  am  desired  to  state,  th&t  the  late  Chief  Justice  of 
8ie  Common  Pleas,  who  heard  this  case  argued,  does 
ttot  concur  in  the  opinion  I  have  delivered,  but  thinks 
tibil  the  judgment  ought  to  be  reversed ;  the  majority, 
however,  of  the  Jddges  are  of  opinion,  that^it  ought  to 
be  affirmed,  and  let  it  be  affirmed  accordingly. 

Jud^eht  affirmed. 


Walsh,  Bart.,  and  Another,  Executors  of  Sir        jufy  8. 
H.  Strachey,  v.  FusselL. 


T^HE  Pia!nti£&  declared  in  covehant,  as  executors  of  A  covenant 
Sir  Henry  Strachey^  u}x>n  an  indenture  of  demise,  ^*^  *  ^^^ 
bearing  date  the  12th  March  1792,  and  made  between  ^  parish  toin- 
the  said  Sir  Henry  of  iiie  one  part,  and  the  said  Defendant  demnify  the 

on  the  other  part,  by  which  certain  premises  in  the  parish  P*^   aga»n«t 
^     ^  ^  J  *  ^  any  paupers 

of  £^m  (of  which  it  was  alleged  that  Sir  Henry  was  seised  which  the  co- 
in fee),  were  demised  to  the  Defendant  for  a  term  not  yet  ven*nter  may- 
expired  ;  and  the  said  indenture  contained  a  covenant  settled  in  it  it 
by  the  Defendant  for  himself,  his  executors,  adminis-  valid. 
trators,  and  assigns,  that  he  did  in  and  by  the  said 
indenture  covenant,  promise,  and  grant  to  and  with  the 
Mrid  Sir  Henry^  his  heirs,  and  assigns,  amongst  other 
dnngs,  that  he  the  said  Defendant,  his  executors,  ad- 
nrinistrators  or  assigns,  should  and  would  from  time  to 
time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  fully  and  clearly  indem- 
nify acnd  save  harmless  the  churchwardens  and  over- 

M  2  seers    ' 


164 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


1829. 


Walsh 

V. 
IVSSBLU 


seers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Elm  for  the  time 
being,  and  all  and  singular  other  owners  and  occupiers 
of  lands  and  tenements,  and  the  inhabitants  of  or  within 
the  parish  of  Elm  for  the  time  being,  of  and  from  all 
manner  of  costs,  rates,  taxes,  assessments,  and  charges, 
whatsoever,  for  or  by  reason  or  means  of  the  said  De- 
fendant, his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  taking 
an  apprentice  or  servant  who  should  thereby  gain  a  set- 
tlement within  or  become  chargeable  to  the  parish  of  Elm 
aforesaid ;  |ind  then  assigned,  as  a  breach,  that  the  De- 
fendant would  not  indemnify  and  saveharmless  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Elm 
from  all  costs,  by  reason  of  his  taking  an  apprentice  or  ser* 
vant  who  should  thereby  gain  a  settlement,  but,  on  the 
contrary  thereof,  he,  the  said  Defendant,  after  the  making 
of  the  said  indenture,  and  after  the  death  of  the  said  Sir 
Henry,  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  term,  to 
wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  December  in  the  year  of  our  Lord 
1826,  took  a  certain  servant,  to  wit,  one  William  Lans^  ^ 
demon,  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said 
indenture,  and  the  said  William  Lansdawn,  by  reason  of 
his  being  such  servant  to  the  said  Defendant,  did  gain  a 
settlement  within  the  parish  of  Elm  aforesaid,  and  within 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  indenture,  to 
wit,  in  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid: 
and  the  said  Plaintiffs  further  said,  that  the  said  Wil' 
Ham  Lansdawn  having  so  gained  such  settlement  as 
aforesaid,  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  14th  day  of 
Tebmary,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1827,  by  reason  of 
the  premises,  become  chargeable  to  the  said  parish,  and 
the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  aforesaid  for  the 
time  being,  by  reason  thereof,  as  such  overseers  as  afore- 
said,  were  theretofore,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last 
aforesaid,  and  on  divers  other  days  and  times  between 
that  day  and  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  forced  and 
obliged  to,  and  did  necessarily  pay,  lay  out,  aud  expend 
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divers  large  sums  of  money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to 
a  Urge  sum,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  100/.  in  and  about  the 
necessary  support,  maintenance,  and  sustaining  the  said 
WiUiam  Lansdcrwn  and  his  family^^  to  wit,  at  the  parish 
aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid. 

The  Defendant  pleaded  several  pleas  in  bar,  to  which 
there  was  a  demurrer  and  joinder ;  and  the  question 
which  ultimately  arose  was.  Whether  the  covenant  were 
a  valid  covenant  in  law  ? 

This  case  was  argued  twice ;  by  Wilde  Serjt.  for  the 
Plaintiffs,  and  Stephen  Serjt.  for  the  defendant.  The 
argument  arising  upon  a  demurrer  to  the  pleas,  the 
counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  commenced  and  replied ;  but 
the  case  will  be  more  intelligible  here  if  it  commence 
with  the 


1829. 


Argument  for  the  Defendant.  The  declaration  is  ill 
on  two  grounds.  First,  the  action  does  not  lie  for  the 
Plaintiffs  as  executors ;  secondly,  the  covenant  on  which 
they  sue  is  void ;  as  being  unreasonable,  in  restraint  of 
trade,  and  contrary  to  the  policy  of  the  poor  laws. 

1st,  The  testator  of  the  Plaintiffs,  Sir  Henry  Strachey^ 
having  been  seised  in  fee,  the  action  ought  to  have  been 
brought  by  his  heir  or  devisee,  who  would  be  the  per- 
sons, if  any,  entitled  to  damages  for  a  breach  of  a  cove* 
nant  affecting  the  value  of  the  land.  The  Mayor  of 
Congleton  v.  Pattison  {a)  may  seem  to  be  an  authority 
the  other  way ;  but  in  that  case  the  covenant  did  not 
run  with  the  land.  It  should  appear  also,  that  the 
party  suing  on  such  a  covenant  was  the  occupier  of  the 
land  \  for  no  one  else  could  be  damnified,  the  occupier 
alone  being  the  person  liable  to  pay  poor  rates.     But, 

2dly,  The  covenant  is  void.     It  is  unreasonable  that 
a  lessor  should  prescribe  to  a  lessee  the  mode  in  which 


(/?)   lo  Easti  130. 
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182SL       he  is  to  conduct  his  business,  or  the  quarter  from  wbiqh 

J^'^""       he  is  to  eng(ige  his  workmen,  and  to  impose  on  hiQi  ft 

•;.  liability  for  a  term  of  unlimited  duration.    It  would  be 

FussEix.      impossible  to  predict  at  what  distance  of  time  the  D^ 

fendant  might  be  called  on  in  respect  of  such  a  cpveni^^ 

Such  a  stipulation  is  also  illegal  as  being  in  restrfMnt 

of  trade.     In  Colgate  v.  Bach€ler{a\  and  Hartlet/  t« 

Rice{b)j  it  is  laid  down  that  covenants  which  mer^j 

tend  to  restrain  trade,  or  even  to  discourage  it,  cannot 

be  supported  in  law.   Mitchel  v.  Reynolds  (c)  has  decided, 

that  general  restraints  of  trade  are  absulptely  void,  aw| 

even  particular  restraints,   unless  upon  adequate  cox^r 

sideration.     If  the  consideration  does  not  appear,  or  ^« 

pears  to  be  insufficient,  the  Court  will  presume  that  the 

restraint  is  unjustifiable.     In  the  present  instance  th§ 

restraint  is  manifest,   and   no   adequate  consideration 

appears. 

Then,  the  covenant  is  contrary  to  the  policy  of  t^ 
poor  laws.  According  to  Blackstone  (d)^  setdemeiiilf 
were  given  to  encourage  application  to  trades ;  so  that 
if  the  covenant  had  the  effect  of  preventing  the  defendk 
ant  from  hiring  workmen  out  of  other  districts,  they 
might  be  precluded  from  bettering  their  condition  :  if  Yy^ 
hired  them^  notwithstanding  the  covenant,  the  overseerp^ 
having  no  longer  any  motive  for  economy,  would  eor 
courage  pauperism  by  a  lavish  allowance. 

Argument  fof  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  action  lies  for  the  Plaintiffi,  the  executors  of  tl^^ 
lessor,  because  the  covenant  is  personal  and  does  i^^ 
run  with  the  land :  Spencer's  case  {e\  BaJly  v.  Wells  {g\ 
Gray  v.  Cvithbertsen  {h\    Canham  v.  Ibist.{i)     WI^€^^ 

ia)  Crq.  BU%,  87a,  (e^  5  Rep.  16  a, 

b)  xojBat/,  aa.  {g)  sfFih.iS' 

(c)  1  P,  fFnu,  tSi.  (h)  Selw.N.P.A^S, 

(d)  X  BLCom.  35a.  (i)  8  Taunt,  ajy. 

a  seisin 
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ft  sebin  in  fee  is  alleged,  it  is  not  necessaty  to  shew 
occupation  ;  BvUard  v.  Harrison  (a) ;  and  though  the 
occupier  pay  the  rates,  the  lessor  is  damnified  where 
dieir  amount  is  increased,  since  they  ultimately  iali  on 
tbe  rent 

There  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  the  covenant,  or  in 
nstraint  of  trade.  It  would  have  been  easy  for  the 
Defendant  to  have  engf^ed  workmen  in  such  a  way  as 
not  to  confer  a  settlement ;  and  even  if  that  were  im- 
possible, if  any  increased  liability  were  incurred,  the 
Defendant  would  doubdess  obtain  the  premises  at  a  lower 
amount  of  rent.  So  that  if  there  were  any  partial  re- 
straint, there  is  an  adequate  consideration  for  it;  which, 
even  according  to  Mitchel  v.  Ret/nolds^  and  Homer  v. 
Ashford  (6),  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  any  such  objection. 
But  the  Mayor  ofCongjieton  v.  Pattison  has  decided,  that 
an  engagement  to  bear  the  burthen  occasioned  by  tbe 
introduction  of  a  manufacturing  business,  is  no  restraint 
of  trade. 

With  respect  to  the  poor  laws,  a  pauper  has  no  pri- 
vilege to  claim  a  settlement  in  one  place  rather  than 
another;  being  entitled  to  relief  wherever  he  is  settled, 
the  locality  of  his  settlement,  is,  so  far,  a  matter  of  in- 
difference ;  and  with  respect  to  the  overseers,  although 
a  covenant  to  pay  a  net  sum  in  discharge  of  a  parish 
liability  be  illegal,  a  contract  of  indemnity  has  never 
been  bolden  ilL 


1829. 


Walsh 

f  DSSELL. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  Plaintiffs  declared  in  covenant  as 
executors  of  Sir  Henry  Slrachey  upon  an  indenture  of 
dsmise^  bearing  date  the  12th  March  1792,  and  made 
between  the  said  Sir  Henry  of  the  one  part,  and  the 
said  Defendant  of  the  other  part,  by  which  certain  pre- 
mises were  demised  to  the  Defendant  for  a  term  not  yet 


(«)  4Af.  e^f.387. 


(b)  3  Bing0  322. 
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FUSSELL. 


expired;  and  the  said  indenture  contained  a  covenant 
by  the  Defendant  for  himself,  his  executors,  admi- 
nbtrators,  and  assigns,  that  he  did  in  and  by  the  said 
indenture  covenant,  promise,  and  grant  to  and  with  the 
said  Sir  Henry^  his  heirs  and  assigns,  amongst  other 
things,  that  he  the  said  Defendant,  his  executors,  ad- 
ministrators, or  assigns,  should  and  would  from  time  to 
time,  and  at  all  times  thereafter,  fully  and  clearly  in- 
demnify and  save  harmless  the  churchwardens  and  over* 
seers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Elm  for  the  time 
being,  and  all  and  singular  other  owners  and  occupiers 
of  lands  and  tenements,  and  the  inhabitants  of  or  within 
the  parish  of  Elm  for  the  time  being,  of  and  from  all 
manner  of  costs,  rates,  taxes,  assessments,  and  charges 
whatsoever,  for  or  by  reason  or  means  of  the  said  De- 
fendant, his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  taking 
an  apprentice  or  servant  who  should  thereby  gain  a 
settlement  within  or  become  chargeable  to  the  parish  of 
Elm  aforesaid ;  and  then  assigned  as  a  breach,  that  the 
Defendant  would  not  indemnify  and  save  harmless  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
Elm  from  all  costs  by  reason  of  his  taking  an  apprentice  or 
servant  who  should  thereby  gain  a  settlement,  but  on  the 
contrary  thereof,  he,  the  said  Defendant,  after  the  making 
of  the  said  indenture,  and  after  the  death  of  the  said 
Sir  HenfT/i  and  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  term, 
to  wit,  on  the  1st  day  of  December^  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord  1826,  took  a  certain  servant,  to  wit,  one  William 
LansdowTij  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the 
said  indenture,  and  the  said  William  Lansdawn^  by  reason 
of  his  being  such  servant  to  the  said  Defendant,  did  gain 
a  settlement  within  the  parish  of  Elm  aforesaid,  and  within 
the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  indenture,  to 
wit,  in  the  parish  aforesaid,  in  the  county  aforesaid, 
and  having  gained  such  a  settlement  became  chargeable 
to  the  parish  of  Elm.     The  Defendant  pleaded  several 

pleas 
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pleas  in  bar,  to  which  there  was  a  demurrer  and  joinder; 
and  the  question  which  ultimately  arose  was,  Whether 
the  covenant  was  a  valid  covenant  in  law  ? 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  first, 
hat  the  Plaintifis  had  no  interest  which  would  authorize 
them  to  maintain  an  action ;  secondly,  that  the  covenant 
was  void ;  on  the  ground  that  it  was  unreasonable,  that 
it  was  in  restraint  of  trade,  and  that  it  was  against  the 
policy  of  the  poor  laws,  inasmuch  as  it  took  away  from 
the  overseers  any  reason  for  economy,  and  was  injurious 
to  the  poor  themselves.    But  we  do  not  think  any  of  the 
collections  maintainable;  for,  as  to  the  first,  the  cove^ 
nant  being  an  express  covenant  with  the  lessor,  and  not 
being  a  covenant  running  with  the  land,  an  action  lies 
for  the  breach  thereof  in  the  name  of  the  personal  re* 
presentative  of  the  covenantee,  who  becomes  a  trustee 
for  the  persons,  whoever  they  may  be,  who  are  bene- 
ficialiy  interested  in  the  performance  of  the  covenant. 
And  as  to  the  objections  to  the  covenant  itself,  we  do 
not  think  any  of  the  consequences  above  stated  flow  so 
naturally  and  necessarily  from  the  observance  of  this 
covenant  as  to  call  upon  the  Court  to  hold  it  to  be  void. 
It  is  not  contended  that  the  covenant  is  illegal  on  the 
ground  of  the  breach  of  any  direct  rule  of  law,  or  the 
direct  violation  of  any  statute ;  and  we  think  to  hold  it 
to  be  void  on  the  ground  of  its  impolicy  or  incon- 
yenience,  we  ought  to  be  clearly  satisfied  that  the  per- 
formance   of   it  would   be    necessarily   attended   with 
bjury  or  inconvenience  to  the  public.     But  such  is  not 
the   case.     There  is   nothing  in   the   covenant   which 
mil  prevent  the  poor  generally  from  being  employed 
by  the  Defendant ;  he  may  employ  as  a  servant  or  an 
apprentice  the  poor  of  that  parish,  who  may  be  sufficient 
for  the  service  of  the  mill ;  he  may  employ  in  those 
capacities    the    poor   who  have    settlements   in   other 
parbhes,  but  who  have  certificates  from  those  parishes ; 

or 
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^  he  vay)  in  the  ease  of  servants,  hisc  them  fiur  s 
awaller  term  than  a  year*  and  thereby  prerent  them 
altogether  from  gaining  a  settloment.  There  is,  tkero* 
for^  no  general  restraint  of  the  poor  from  being  em- 
ployed in  the  service  of  the  Defendant  in  this  parish, 
i^nd  as  to  any  abstract  right  in  a  pauper  to  obtain  a 
settlement  in  any  parish  he  chooses  to  select,  as  he 
roust  have  a  setdement  some  where,  the  law  will  not 
oonaider  a  settlement  in  one  parish  rather  dian  anotbet 
aa  any  benefit  to  the  poor.  If  the  objections  urged  in 
this  case  had  been  entitled  tp  weight,  we  think  they 
would  not  have  been  omitted  in  the  Me^or  qf  Om^ 
gUion  V.  Pattison  s  for  although  the  question  in  tihat 
i»8ie  waSfe  whether  the  covenant  ran  with  the  land  or 
not,  this  objection  would  at  onoe  have  put  an  end 
tp  the  action*  And  in  a  case  of  HUl  atid  Others  v. 
EasUfffl  which  was  argued  in  JS.  £.  in  Easter  term  I81d» 
where  an  actiom  of  debt  wa^  brought  upon  a  bond  ooa- 
ditioned  that  the  obligors,  who  were  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  one  parish,  should  indemnify  the  obr- 
ljgae%  who  were  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
another  parish,  and  all  the  inhabit^ts  of  that  parabf 
from  all  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  which  might  be 
incurred  by  the  latter  parish,  by  reason  of  one  Stevemm 
hf^y'mg  put  himself  apfirentice  to  one  Moor  in  the  latter 
parish,  the  Court  gave  judgment  for  the  plaintiff;  anal 
some  of  the  objections  above  raised  would  have  applied 
as  weU  to  his  case  as  to  the  one  before  us.  Upon  the 
whole,  we  think  the  judgment  in  this  case  should  be 
g^ven  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Judgment  for  the  Pkintifi. 
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Partington  v.  Wyatt.  j^^^  ^j. 

A    RULE  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  for  where  a  rule 

not  proceeding  to  trial  in  this  cause,  had  been  dis-  for  jud^cnt 

chai^  on  Saturday,  May  SOth,  upon  the  PlaintiflT*  TOnsukTb  dit- 

giTing  a  peremptory  undertaking  to  try  at  the  next  sjt^  chained  upon 

tjngs.     In  the  rule  there  was  no  mention  of  costs.  ui^rtSdi^^ 

Oo  the  ensuing  Monday,  by  consent,  the  rule  was  cotts  incurred 

drawn  up  as  follows :  —  "  Partington,  Gent  one,  &c.  ?'  ^*  wttings, 
_,  __  ,.  1  t     .       1  .  in  contequencc 

T.  Wyatt.     Upon  readmg  a  rule  made  m  this  cause  on  ^f  no^^e  of 

Friday,  82d  instant,  and  the  affidavit  of  William  Par-  trial,  are  not 

tin^on^  the  Plaintiff  in  this  cause,  and  upon  hearing  j^  mendiMied 

GOUBsel  for  both  parties,  It  is  ordered,  that  the  said  in  the  rule. 

rule  be  and  the  same  hereby  is  discharged^  the  Plaintiff 

bjr  his  counsel  hereby  undertaking  peremptorily  to  pro* 

oeed  to  the  trial  of  this  cause  at  the  sittings  afler  next 

Trinity  term,  to  be  bolden  at  Guildhall,  in  and  for  the 

^  of  London.    And  it  is  further  ordered,  that  the  said 

Plaintiff  do  and  shall  pay  to  the  said  Defendant,  or  his 

attorney,  costs,  to  be  taxed  by  one  of  the  prothonotaries 

of  this  Court,  for  the  Plaintiff's  not  proceeding  to  the 

trial  of  this  cause  at  the  sittings  after  Hilary  term,  1827) 

«nd  also  at  the  sittings  after  Michaelmas  term  last,  pur- 

snant  to  notice  given,  unletis  the  said  PlaintifiT,  after 

i^ce  of  this  rule  to  be  given  to  his  attorney  or  agen|» 

shall  shew  sufficient  cause  to  the  said  prothoqo^ary  to 

the  contrary  at  the  time  of  such  taxation." 

The  circumstances  of  the  case  were  enquired  into  by 
the  protbonotary,  and  upon  a  due  hearing  he  refgsed  to 
i^ow  the  Defendant  the  costs  incurred  by  him  and  his 
witnesses  during  six  days  stay  at  the  sjtdngs,  (at  the  end 

of 
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1829.        of  which  time  the  Plaintiff  withdrew  his  record,)  or  the 

^       '  costs  of  the  briefs  delivered  at  the  sittins^s. 

Partington  «. ,     .      ^  i        n 

Upon  an  affidavit  of  these  facts, 

Taddy  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  the  prothonotaiy 
to  review  his  taxation,  and  allow  the  Defendant  all  the 
costs  incurred  by  his  attending  the  sittings. 

Bompas  Serjt.  who  shewed  cause,  relied  on  the  cir- 
cumstance that  by  the  terms  of  the  rule  the  costs  were 
left  in  the  discretion  of  the  prothonotary,  as  he  was 
,  only  to  allow  them  in  case  the  Plaintiff  did  not  shew  a 
sufficient  cause  to  the  contrary  :  and  as  he  had  decided 
on  a  hearing,  it  must  be  presumed  sufficient  cause  had 
been  shewn.  Further,  he  contended  that  costs  incurred 
at  the  sittings  could  not  be  given  upon  a  rule  for  judg- 
ment as  in  case  of  a  nonsuit  discharged  upon  a  peremp- 
tory undertaking.  Such  costs  could  only  be  obtained  on 
a  rule  for  costs  for  not  proceeding  to  trial  pursuant  to 
notice, 

Taddy.  The  discretion  of  the  prothonotary  was  to  be 
exercised  only  as  to  the  quantum^  not  as  to  the  right  to 
costs ;  and  the  Defendant  is  entitled  to  obtain  the  costs 
of  the  sittings  on  a  rule  for  judgment  as  in  case  of  a' 
nonsuit;  otherwise  the  parties  must  be  put  to  the  ex- 
pense of  two  rules  instead  of  one. 

By  the  rule  of  Trinity  term,  13  G.  2.  1739,  "  It  is 
ordered  by  the  Court,  that  from  and  after  the  last  day 
of  this  term,  where  notice  is  given  of  the  execution  of  a 
writ  of  enquiry  and  not  countermanded  in  time,  the 
defendant  shall  be  entitled  to  costs  from  the  plaintiff  for 
not  executing  such  writ  of  enquiry,  in  the  same  manner 
as  the  defendant  by  the  course  of  the  Court  is  novo  en^ 
titled  to  costs  from  a  plaintiff  who  does  not  proceed  to 
the  trial  of  an  issue  joined  aftei^  notice  given!*     And 

guch 
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such  costs  were  allowed  in  Jones  dem.  Wyat  v.  Stephen'  1829. 
son  (a),  Kelle  v.  Bromsale\  {b)  Such  also  is  the  practice  of  p^  \~ 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  t;. 

In  Impet/s  Common  Pleas  it  is  stated,  "  It  has  been  Wyatt. 
determined,  and  is  now  the  practice  of  this  Court,  that 
if  the  defendant  obtains  a  rule  for  costs  for  not  going  to 
trial,  he  shall  not  have  a  rule  for  judgment  as  in  the 
case  of  a  nonsuit :  Ogle  v.  Moffat,  (c)  But  if  any  sub- 
sequent laches  is  made,  a  judgment  as  in  case  of  a  non- 
suit, may  then  be  applied  for;  and  as  those  costs  are 
always  allowed  in  the  latter  rule,  there  does  not  seem 
any  necessity  ever  to  move  for  the  former  one." 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  When  the  rule  of  Saturday^  May  SOth, 
was  moved  for,  nothing  more  passed  than  would  autho- 
rize the  drawing  up  the  rule  in  the  ordinary  form, 
which  is,  that  the  rule  be  discharged  on  a  peremptory 
undertaking  to  try.  It  appears  that  on  the  Monday 
following  a  special  rule  was  drawn  up  by  consent,  in 
which  the  costs  were  left  in  the  discretion  of  the  pro- 
thonotary,  who,  upon  hearing  both  parties,  has  refused 
to  allow  any :  either  way,  therefore,  the  party  is  in  the 
same  state,  and  there  is  no  ground  for  the  interference 
<^the  Court. 

Park  J.  We  are  desired  to  insert  in  the  rule  words 
which  are  not  there.  The  prothonotary  did  hear  the 
parties  according  to  the  rule;  and  in  his  judgment  a  suffi- 
cient cause  was  assigned  for  not  allowing  the  Defendant 
the  costs  in  quesUon.  We  cannot  yield  to  this  ap- 
plication. 

BuRROUGH  J.  concurred. 


(d\  Barnes^  316.  (c)  Barnes^  133.  316. 

(^)  Id.  230. 
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Oas^lee  J.  Hiis  18  !h  the  usual  fortn :  ilttd  Ae 
ptodionotary  did  hear  and  decide,  t'erlriips,  for  the 
future,  it  should  be  part  of  the  rule  that  the  costs  of  the 
sittings  ^all  be  home  by  the  Ptainftiff  utpoa  enqniry  by 
the  prothonotary  as  to  their  amotint 

Rnle  dischaligect; 


Jufy  6, 


Doe  dem.  Hammond,  Petty,  Mul£s»  and 
WooDLEY  V.  Cooke  and  Another. 


In  favour  of  a  HPHIS  was  an  action  of  ejectment  brought  upon  several 
^tT    t^  *h  demises,  against  Joseph  Cooke  and  John  Newton. 

shewed  no  title  At  the  trial,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  Defend- 
to  the  premises  imj  Newton,  and  for  the  Plaintiff,  against  Cooke,  as 
recovered,  the  ^^  ^^  much  of  the  premises  as  were  in  his  possession  i 
Court  would  and,  upon  a  motion  being  being  made  for  leave  to  set 
not  pKsume  a  ^^^j^g  ^^  verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that 
mortgage  term  the  legal  estate  was  not  in  any  of  the  lessors  of  the 

to  the  owner  of  plaintiff,  but  was  in  certain  trustees  under  the  will  of 

the  inherit* 

ance,  from  the   Mr.  Mtddteditchy  named  Mangles  and  Taddy,  in  whom 

circumsunce,     no  demise  was  laid,    the   facts  were   directed   by  the 

Court  to  be  stated  in  a  special  case. 

It  appeared  by  that  case,  that  the  premises  in  question, 
amongst  others,  were  conveyed  by  indentures  of  lease 
and  release  of  August  179S,  to  the  use  of  Lubbock  and 
Clarke^  for  the  term  of  600  years,  upon  trust  by  mort- 
gage or  sale  to  raise  the  sum  of  15,000/.,  or  so  much 
borrowedjand  thereof  as  Mr.  Middleditch  should  by  deed  or  will  direct, 
that  some  sales  ^^^  subject  thereto,  to  certain  uses  therein  mentioned, 

had  taken  .  ,  .  .  . 

place  under       ^'^^^  ^^^  ultimate  remainder  in  fee  to  the  use  of  Mr. 

the  decree : 

But  the  Defendant  had  not  purchased  the  land  in  question  under  the  decree,  and 

there  was  no  evidence  of  any  further  proceedings  in  Chancery. 

Middle^ 


that,  in  i8oi, 
the  Court  of 
Chancery  had 
decreed  a  sale 
of  the  mort- 
gaged pro- 
perty for  the 
payment  of 
the  money 
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MtdHeditA  and  his  beirs ;  die  deed  dl  release  ten-        1429. 
tftining  a  claiife  of  cesser  erf  th«  said  term  of  ^00  yearly     1"  -  *-  * 
after  full  payment  of  the  monies  raised  under  it,  and  of    Hammon^ 
the  costs  and  expenses  of  the  trmstees.     And  h  appeared       _  ^* 
fiirtfaer,  that  bj  a  deed  of  assignment  of  ^  25th  March 
I7M^  Lubbock  and  Clarke  ^e  trustees,  by  thtt  direction 
of  Middleditch  who  was  a  party  to  the  same,  assigned 
the  premises  in  question,  amongst  others,   to  Charles 
Htfxm&nd,  to  hold  for  the  said  term  of  tSOO  yeaars,  aubject 
CO  a  proTiso  for  redemption  on  payment  of  die  snm  of 
60001.  and  interest. 

It  was  further  proved  that  Mr.  MidHedkch^  by  his 
inlif  dated  in  November  1 798,  devised  all  his  real  estates 
to  Man^s  and  Taddy^  and  their  heirs,  upon  trust,  to 
sell  so  much  thereof  as  was  necessary  to  pay  all  monies 
due  upon  montage  of  any  part  cX  his  estate^  and  all 
his  debts  and  l^acies,  and  as  to  the  residue,  in  trust, 
fin*  the  separate  use  of  his  wife,  her  heirs  and  assigns ; 
and  that  he  dt^d  in  the  year  1799. 

One  of  the  demises  was  laid  in  the  names  of  Pettyj 
Mtdes,  and  Woodley,  the  trustees  named  in  the  will  of 
Mrs.  Middleditch^  afterwards  Mrs.  M^Kenzie ;  and  one 
other  demise  was  laid  in  the  name  of  Elton  Hammond^ 
who  was  the  personal  representative  of  Charles  Hammond 
the  mortgagee. 

The  Defendant,  Cooke^  proved,  that  in  1799,  a  suit 

was  instituted  in  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  carrying 

the  will  of  Mr.  Middleditch  into  effect ;  in  which  suit, 

amongst  other  persons,  Charles  Hammond  the  mortgagee 

was  a  party,  and  that  by  certain  decretal  orders  made  in 

1801  and  1802,  it  was  ordered  (amongst  other  things), 

Aat  monies  should  be  raised  by  sale  or  mortgage  of 

the  estate^  and  that  what  was  found  due  on  the  mortgage 

should  be  paid  to  the  mortgagee,  and  all  further  di-^ 

rections  and  costs  were  reserved  until  after  sale  of 

the  estates. 

No 
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1829.  No  evidence  was  given  as  to  any  further  proceedings 

1^'~'  '         in  the  Chancery  suit,  nor  was  any  evidence  given  by 

Hammond     Cooke  of  any  title  to  the  premises  sought  to  be  recovered, 

V*  though  it  was  proved  that  some  sales  took  place  under 

the  decree,  and  that  he,  Cooke^  had  bought  certam  lots, 

not  appearing,  however,  to  form  any  part  of  the  premises 

in  question. 

Wilde  Seijt.  for  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff.  On  the 
part  of  the  Defendant,  Cookcy  the  Court  is  called  on  to 
presume  that  the  mortgage  money  advanced  by  Ham^ 
mond  in  March  1794  has  been  paid  off,  and  that  the 
term  assigned  to  him  to  secure  it,  has  either  ceased 
under  the  proviso  of  cesser,  or  has  been  surrendered  to 
the  owners  of  the  inheritance,  so  as  to  be  merged  in 
the  fee  now  vested  in  Mangles  and  Taddy^  the  trustees 
under  Mr.  MiddleditcK^  will.  In  order,  however,  to 
raise  the  presumption  of  the  surrender  or  cesser  of 
the  term,  the  Defendant  ought,  at  least,  to  have  shewn 
the  payment  of  the  money ;  for  it  was  not  for  the  lessors 
of  the  Plaintiff  to  prove  the  negative,  and  shew  that  the 
money  had  not  been  paid.  But  proof  of  payment  would 
not  have  been  sufficient.  The  Defendant  is  not  owner 
of  the  inheritance,  nor  does  he  claim  under  him :  and 
an  outstanding  term  always  enures  to  the  benefit  of  the 
owner  of  the  inheritance,  or  those  who  claim  under 
him ;  Cholmondeley  v.  Clinton  [a) ;  in  favour  of  whom 
the  courts  have  sometimes  directed  juries  to  presume 
a  surrender  of  a  term  ;  never  against  them.  In  Doe  v. 
Wrighte[b\  the  contest  was  between  parties,  both  of 
whom  claimed  as  heirs  at  law;  and  in  Doe  v.  Hil^ 
der(c\  between  a  tenant  by  elegit ^  and  another  cre- 
ditor to  whom  a  mortgage  had  been  made  by  way  of 
unfair  preference.  Lord  Eldon  and  Richards  C.  B.  dis- 
approved of  the  ruling  in  that  case,  [Aspinall  v.  Thomjh- 

{a)  Sugd.  r.  ef  P,  425.      (*)  %B,^ji.  710.      (c)  %B.^  A.  78a. 

son\ 
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9on{a)f   and   the  Defendant  afterwards   recovered   by        18S9. 


Dob  dem. 


Cooke. 


shewing  there  had  been  no  surrender.     In  all  the  other 

cases  the  presumption  has  been  in  favour  of  the  owner     Hammond 

of  the  inheritance,  and  never  against  him ;  Goodtitle  v.       ^  ''• 

Jones  (6),  Doe  v.  Sybourn  (c),   Roe  v.  Reade  (rf),  Emery  v, 

Grocock  (e\  Townsend  v.  Champernown  {g) ;  unless  where 

he  has  attempted  to  defeat  his  own  acts,  as  in  Bartlett 

V.  Dcnones*  (h) 

At  any  rate,  the  Court  will  not  make  a  partial  pre- 
sumption; if  they  presume  that  the  mortgage  to  Hammond 
has  been  paid  off,  they  will  presume  that  all  the  other 
debts  have  been  paid  and  all  the  trusts  executed,  in 
which  case  the  estate  would  be  in  Petty^  Mulesy  and 
Woodley^  the  trustees  under  the  will  of  Mrs.  Middleditch. 

Mereaaether  Serjt.  contra.  There  is  enough  in  the  ' 
present  case  to  justify  the  presumption  of  a  surrender 
of  the  term  to  the  owners  of  the  fee.  No  title  is 
shewn  in  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff.  They  all  claim 
nltimately  under  trustees,  who  took  from  Middleditch 
in  trust  to  concur  in  the  sales  ordered  in  the  suit  in 
equity,  to  which  Hammond^  the  mortgagee,  was  himself 
a  party.  In  that  suit,  as  long  since  as  1801,  the  pro- 
perty is  dealt  with  as  vested  in  Mangles  and  Taddy^ 
which  could  not  have  been  the  case  if  the  term  of  600 
years  had  not  ceased.  There  is,  therefore,  ample  ground 
for  presuming  that  it  had  been  surrendered;  that  the 
mortgage  money  had  been  paid ;  and  that  the  Defendant 
purchased  under  the  authority  of  the  Court. 

Wilde,     If  the  proceedings  in  Chancery  had  ever  ter- 
minated, it  would  have  been  easy  for  the  Defendant  to 

(a)  Sugd.V,^  P.AAS*  {e)  6  Madd,  SA' 

\b)   7  T.  R.  47.  (g)  I  Toufig  ^  Jarv.  53^- 

(f)   7T.R.2.  (b)  3  B.i5fC.  616. 

{d)   8r.il.ii8. 

Vol.  VI.  N  have 


■t: 
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1829.  have  shewn  that  fact;  and  it  would  be  extravagant  to 

JL  ~  ",  presume  satisfaction  from  the  mere  existence  of  a  Chan- 

•DoE  dcm.  "^ 

Hammond  eery  suit. 

«•  Cur,  adv.  vult. 


Cooke. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.    (After  stating  the  case,  as  ante) ;  — 

One  of  the  demises  was  laid  in  the  names  of  Pettyj 
Mulesy  and  IVoodley^  th^  trustees  named  in  the  will  of 
Mrs.  Middleditch,  afterwards  Mrs.  Mackenzie^  and  one 
other  demise  was  laid  in  the  name  of  Elton  Hammond^ 
who  was  the  personal  representative  of  Charles  Hammond 
the  mortgagee. 

It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  the  objection  taken  by 
the  Defendant  Cooke  cannot  prevail,  unless  it  can  be 
shewn  that  the  term  of  600  years  created  in  1 794*  had 
either  ceased  under  the  proviso  of  cesser,  or  had  been 
surrendered  to  the  owners  of  the  inheritance;  for  if  the 
term  is  still  outstanding,  the  Plaintiff  may  recover  on 
the  latter  demise. 

In  order  to  lay  the  foundation  for  a  presumption  that 
the  term  had  so  merged,  the  Defendant  Cooke  proved, 
that  in  1799  a  suit  was  instituted  in  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery for  carrying  the  will  of  Mr.  Middleditch  into  effect, 
in  which  suit,  amongst  other  persons,  Charles  Hammond^ 
the  mortgagee,  was  a  party,  and  that  by  certain  decretal 
orders  made  in  1801  and  1802,  it  was  ordered,  (amongst 
other  things,)  that  monies  should  be  raised  by  sale  or 
mortgage  of  the  estate,  and  that  what  was  found  due  on 
the  mortgage  should  be  paid  to  the  mortgagee ;  and  all 
further  directions  and  costs  were  reserved  until  after  sale 
of  the  estates. 

No  evidence  was  given  as  to  any  further  proceedings 
in  the  Chancery  suit,  nor  was  any  evidence  given  by 
Cooke  of  any  title  to  the  premises  sought  to  be  re- 
covered: though  it  was  proved  that  some  sales  took 
place  under  the  decree,  and  that  he,  Cooke^  had  bought 

'  certain 
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certain  lots,  not  appearing,  however,  to  form  any  part        1829. 
of  the  premises  in  question.  "^  ~--  ' 

In  this  state  of  things  the  Court  is  called  upon  to  say     Hammond 
that  the  jury  ought  to  have  presumed  that  the  mortgage  «• 

money  was  paid  off,  and  that  the  term  had  either  ceased 
under  the  proviso,  or  had  been  surrendered  to  the 
owners  of  the  inheritance,  so  as  to  be  now  merged  in  the 
legal  estate  vested  in  Mangles  and  Taddy^  the  trustees 
under  Mr.  Middleditch\  will. 

The  question  is,  Whether  such  presumption  ought  to 
be  made  ?  and  we  are  all  of  opinion  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances stated  in  this  case,  it  ought  not. 

No  case  can  be  put  in  which  any  presumption  has 
been  made,  except  where  a  title  has  been  shewn  by  the 
party  who  calls  for  the  presumption,  good  in  substance, 
but  wanting  some  collateral  matter  necessary  to  make  it 
complete  in  point  of  form. 

In  such  case,  where  the  possession  is  shewn  to  have 
been  consistent  with  the  existence  of  the  fact  directed  to 
be  presumed,  and  in  such  cases  only,  has  it  ever  been 
allowed. 

Thus,  in  Lade  v.  Halford(a\  Lord  Mansfield  de- 
clared, that  he  and  many  of  the  Judges  had  resolved 
never  to  suffer  a  plaintiff  in  ejectment  to  be  non- 
suited by  a  term  standing  out  in  his  own  trustee  or 
a  satisfied  term  set  up  by  a  mortgagor  against  a  mort- 
gagee, but  ihat  they  would  direct  the  jury  to  presume 
it  surrendered.  So,  in  England  v.  Slade{h\  where 
the  lessor  of  the  plaintiff  claimed  under  a  lease  from 
John  Pifni^  and  it  appeared  that  the  estate  had  been 
devised  by  John  PyrrC%  father  to  trustees,  in  trust  to 
convey  to  John  Pym  on  his  coming  of  age,  and  in  the 
mean  time  for  his  maintenaitce,  it  was  held,  that,  though 
John  Pym  only  came  of  age  in  1788,  and  the  trial  took 
place  in  March  1791,  the  jury  might  presume  a  convey- 

\a)  Bull.  N.  P.  no.  (b)  4  T.  R.  682. 

N  2  ance 
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1829.  anee  to  John  Pym  from  the  trustees,  which  it  was  their 
J^  '  "  duty  to  make,  and  what  a  court  of  equity  would  have 
Hammond     compelled. 

^*  And  where  the  same  facts  arose  in  the  case  of  Doe  d. 

Bowaman  v.  Syboum{a\  Lord  Kenyon  said,  that  in 
all  cases  where  trustees  ought  to  convey  to  the  hene^ 
Jicial  omier^  he  would  leave  it  to  the  jury  to  presume, 
where  such  a  presumption  could  reasonably  be  made, 
that  they  had  conveyed  accordingly,  in  order  to  prevedt 
a  just  title  from  being  defeated  by  a  matter  of  form. 

Again,  in  Doe  v.  Hilder^  the  surrender  of  a  mortgage 
term  was  directed  to  be  presumed  in  favour  of  a  judg- 
ment-creditor, who  had  seized  the  land  in  question 
under  an  elegit  taken  out  upon  a  judgment  obtained 
against  the  owner  of  the  inheritance. 

And,  lastly,  in  Doe  v.  Wright  the  presumption  was  in 
favour  of  the  person  who  was  proved  to  be  heir  at  law, 
against  the  Defendant  claiming,  but  failing  in  proving 
himself  to  be  the  heir. 

In  all  these  cases  the  presumption  has  been  made  in 
favour  of  the  party  who  has  proved  a  right  to  the  bene- 
ficial ownership;  the  possession  has  been  consistent 
with  the  existence  of  the  surrender  required  to  be  pre- 
sumed, and  has  made  it  not  unreasonable  to  believe  that 
the  surrender  should  have  been  made  in  fact ;  and  the 
presumption  has  been  made  accordingly,  in  order  to 
prevent  justice  from  being  defeated  by  a  mere  formal 
objection. 

But  here  we  are  called  upon  to  declare  the  presump- 
tion ought  to  have  been  made  in  favour  of  a  person  who 
has  proved  no  right  to  the  possession,  no  title,  no  con- 
veyance; a  person  who  stands  upon  the  mere  naked 
possession,  without  any  evidence  how  or  when  he  ac- 
quired it  And  what  is  stronger  against  the  Defendant, 
he  lays  before  tlie  jury  only  a  partial  statement  of  the 

{a)  7  T.R.%. 

ground 
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ground  of  presumption,  for  he  proves  only  the  com-        1829. 

mencement  of  the  proceedinirs  in  equity,  without  shew-     /,-   ^~ 

,    .  .       .  ^  ^     ^  Doe  dem. 

ing  their  termmation.  Hammond 

Under    tliese   circumstances,    the   Court    think   the  '"' 

Cooke. 
Defendant  has  not  placed  himself  in  a  condition  to  call 

for  any  presumption  in  his  favour,  inasmuch  as,  for  any 

thing  that  appears  to  the  contrary,    the  presumption 

which  is  asked  for  would  rather  tend  to  defeat  than  to 

promote  the  ends  of  justice.     We,  therefore,  think  the 

verdict  should  remain  for  the  Plaintiffs. 

Postea  to  the  Plaintiffs. 


Hall  and  Others  v.  Cecil  and  John  Rex.  June%z. 

jiSSUMPSIT  by  a  schoolmistress  for  instructing  the  One  who  ad- 
Defendants'  sisters.  JPl^J  *l«  » 

liable  m  re* 
At  the  trial  before  Park  J.,  Middlesex  sittings  after  gpect  of  a 

Easter  term,  the  Plaintiffs  put  in  a  bill  of  exchange,  to  clai™  on 
which  Cecil  and  John  Rex  were  parties,  and  gave  some  ^^^^  j^  |„qu^iJj 
other  evidence  of  their  undertaking.  is  nevertheless 

The  Defendants  proposed  to  call  as  a  witness  their  ["competent  to 

1         I'll-        1  r  °^  ^  witneis 

brother  George  Rex^  who  admitted  himself  to  be  a  co-  in  the  action* 

contractor,  but  Park  J.  rejected  him  as  an  interested  ^^^  though 

contribution  in 
^*^°^ss.  respect  of  the 

A  verdict  having  been  given  for  the  Plaintiffs,  claim  ad- 

vanced be 
ultin)ately 
Andrews  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  against  his 

upon  the  ground,  among  others,  that  the  testimony  of  interest,  he  has 
George  Rex  ought  to  have  been  admitted,  as  adverse  to  mediate  in-™" 

his  own  interest  terest  to  defeat 

the  action  or 

1    •        •  1       1  •    Icwd  the 
Wilde  Serjt.  shewed  cause.     Although  it  might  ultw  damages. 

mately  be  against  the  interest  of  the  witness  to  admit 

that  he  was  responsible  for  his  sister's  instruction,  yet,  as 

N  3  be 


Hall 
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1829.  he  would  be  liable  to  his  brothers  for  contribution  for 
costs,  he  had  an  immediate  interest  in  defeatin^^  this 
action,  or  lessening  the  damages ;  and  so  certain  and 

R^^  immediate  an  interest  ought,  in  the  estimation  of  his 

competency,  to  preponderate  against  a  contingent  or 
remote  liability.  In  Jones  v.  Brooke  {a\  in  an  action 
by  an  indorsee  against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill,  which 
had  been  accepted  for  the  accommodation  of  the  drawer, 
the  drawer  was  holden  not  to  be  a  competent  ttritness 
for  the  defendant  to  prove  that  the  holder  took  the  bill 
for  a  usurious  consideration.  And  in  Goodacre  y. 
Breame  (6),  in  an  action  of  assumpsit  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered,  the  plaintiff  having  proved  the  sale  of  the 
goods  to  the  defendant  and  J,  5.,  who  were  partners  in 
trade.  Lord  Kenyon  held  that  J.  S.  could  not  be  a  witness 
for  the  defendant  to  prove  that  the  goods  were  sold  to 
himself;  for  by  discharging  the  defendant  he  benefited 
himself,  as  he  would  be  liable  to  contribute  to  the  plain- 
tiff's costs. 

Andrews.  Between  the  two  conflicting  interests  the 
witness  stood  indifferent. 

TiNOAL  C.  J.  Assuming  that  George  Rex  was  a  co- 
contractor,  he  would  have  been  liable  to  his  brothers 
for  contribution  to  the  costs  and  damages  occasioned  by 
this  action;  he  therefore  had  clearly  an  interest  to 
defeat  the  action  or  reduce  the  damages,  and  was 
properly  rejected. 

Park  J.  and  Burrough  J.  concurred. 

Gaselee  J.  The  cases  have  decided  that  liability  to 
contribute  to  the  costs  is  sufiicient  to  render  the  witness 
incompetent. 

Rule  discharged. 

{a)  4  Taunt.  464*  (^)  /Va^,  N.  P.  Cjjs^ 
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1829. 


WiLLANs  V.  Taylor.  Jufy%. 

r^ASE   for   a    malicious    prosecution.       Willans   had  In  an  action 

sued  Taylor,  and  had  recovered  a  verdict  acrainst  °"™f**®  ^ 
*^    /  °  a  malicious 

him,  in  an  action  for  treble  the  amount  of  money  lost  pro8ecution» 
at  play.  ^^^  Plaintiff  is 

Upon  the  trial  of  this  action   Willans  had  deposed,  yj,^^  ewicncc 
among  other  things,  that  he  had  lost  money  seventeen  of  want  of 
times,   and  that  he  had  played  at   Taylors  on  Good  ^"J^^f  J^^*""^ 
Friday.  Defendant 

Taylor  then  presented  to  the  grand  jury  at  the  West-  "^X  rebut,  if 
minster  sessions  two  bills  for  perjury  against  Willans^  shewing  the 
but  did  not  himself  appear  before  the  grand  jury,  and  existence  of 

both  the  bills  were  ignored.  P''^*'**'^^ 

^         ^  ^  cause. 

He  then  went  to  the  King's  Bench,  and  having  him-       Defendant 
self  appeared  before  the  grand  jury,  a  bill  was  found  in  Pfes^n^^d  two 
which    the   chief   assignments   of   perjury   were,    that  jy^y  against 
Willans  had  not  lost  money  seventeen  times,  and  that  the  Plaintiff, 

there  had  been    no    play  on  Good  Friday,     Willans^s     "'   *  ,"®'  ,- 

'     -^  ^  ^  appear  himself 

bail  was  refused,  and  he  was  otherwise  harassed.  before  the 

This    indictment  was    by   #»rious    means    kept   sus-  grand  jury, 

pended  for  three  years,  when  IVillans  himself  took  the  ^^^^e  ignored, 
record   down   to  trial.     Taylor  was   present  in    court,     x  He  present- 

and  was  called,  but  did  not  appear  as  a  witness,  and  the  *  V^  ^  *  *° 

'  *  '  on  his  own 

jury,  after  a  short  pause,  acquitted  Willans,  testimony  the 

Willans  then  commenced  against  Taylor  this  action  hill  was  found* 

.  This  prosecu* 

on  the  case  for  a  malicious  prosecution ;  and  at  the  trial  ^^^^  he  kept 

before  Lord    Wynford^  Middlesex  sittings  after  Easter  suspended  for 
term,  the  facts  above  stated  were  proved  on  his  part         tilllpiaintiff 

taking  the  re- 
cord down  to  trial,  and  Defendant  declining  to  appear  as  a  witness^  although  in  courtf 
and  called  on.  Plaintiff  was  acquitted : 
Held,  woS&xiitol  prima  facie  evidence  of  want  of  probable  cause. 
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Taylor  called  witnesses  to  shew  that  his  house  was 
shut  up  on  Good  Friday^  and  that  Willans  had  not  lost 
money  seventeen  times. 

Willansy  among  other  witnesses,  had  called  Mr. 
Guma/f  the  short-hand  writer,  to  prove  that  Taylor 
was  present  at  the  trial  of  the  indictment  for  peijury ; 
but  as  Mr.  Gtamey  could  not  speak  to  that  fact,  he  was 
not  examined  on  the  part  of  Willans,  The  counsel  for 
Taylor^  however,  cross-examined  him  at  great  length, 
and  caused  him  to  read  his  notes  of  what  passed  at  that 
trial.  The  learned  Chief  Justice  said  this  evidence 
should  go  for  nothing ;  but  he  thought  there  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  to  shew  that  Taylor  had  acted  with- 
out probable  cause,  and  directed  a  nonsuit. 

Cross  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  absence  of  probable  cause  in  the  pro- 
secution of  perjury  was  a  mixed  question  of  law  and 
fact,  in  which  it  ought  to  have  been  left  to  the  jury  at 
least  to  find  the  fact ;  and  also  on  the  ground  that  Mr. 
Gumey  had  been  allowed  to  depose  to  the  testimony  of 
witnesses  who  ought  themselves  to  have  been  called. 


Taddy  and  Wilde  Serjts.  shewed  cause.  In  order  to 
sustain  an  action  like  the  present,  it  must  be  shewn  that 
the  Defendant  proceeded  with  malice,  and  without  pro- 
bable cause.  And  it  lies  on  the  Plaintiff  to  shew  that 
the  Defendant  proceeded  without  probable  cause,  not 
for  the  Defendant  to  shew  that  he  had  probable  cause. 
Sutton  V.  Johnstone  (a),  Arhickle  v.  Taylor.  (6) 

Neither  can  want  of  probable  cause  be  implied  from 
evidence  of  the  most  express  malice.  In  Incledoti  v. 
Berry  (c)  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence  expressions  of 
the  defendant  indicative  of  express  malice,  and  there 

(fl)  I  r.iJ.  493.545.  {b)  zDo<iv  J Parl.Rep,  160.  (r)  x  Cam^^.aoa.n. 

closed 
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closed  his  case ;  and  Le  Blanc  J.  ruled  that  some  evi- 
dence (though  under  the  circumstances  slight  evidence 
would  be  sufficient)  must  be  given  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  oF  want  of  probable  cause,  before  the  defend- 
ants could  be  called  on  for  their  defence.  In  WaUis  v. 
Alpifie{a)  it  was  holden  that  the  circumstance  of  the  de- 
fendant's not  having  appeared  as  a  witness  on  the  pro- 
secution of  the  plaintiff,  and  his  consequent  acquittal, 
was  not  sufficient  to  shew  an  absence  of  probable  cause ; 
and  in  Purcell  v.  M^Namara  {b)  the  same  circumstances 
were  esteemed  insufficient  to  establish  malice.  In  the 
present  case  there  is  no  evidence  to  shew  an  absence  of 
probable  cause  for  the  prosecution  instituted  by  the  De- 
fendant. The  mere  acquittal  of  the  Plaintiff  can  have 
no  such  effect,  since  there  may  often  be  great  reason 
for  prosecuting,  although  conviction  be  a  matter  of  un- 
certainty ;  and  the  circumstance  that  the  jury  hesitated 
shews  that  they  at  least  thought  there  was  some  ground 
for  prosecution. 


1829. 


WiLLANS 
V. 
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Cross.  Taking  the  law  to  be  as  stated,  here  is  abun- 
dant evidence  of  want  of  probable  cause ;  and  the  case 
should  have  gone  to  the  jury.  It  would  have  been 
sufficient  if  some  only  of  the  charges  were  malicious, 
and  without  probable  cause.  Reed  v.  Taylor  (r).  Farmer 
V.  Darling,  {d) 

The  circumstance  that  two  bills  were  ignored  when 
the  Defendant  did  not  appear ;  that  a  bill  was  afterwards 
found  on  his  testimony;  that  he  declined  to  appear, 
though  called,  and  that  in  the  absence  of  his  testimony 
the  jury  acquitted,  are  sufficient  to  shew  that  no  one 
could  make  any  charge  against  the  Plaintiff  but  himself, 
and  that  he  had  no  charge  to  make  which  he  dared  to 


(a)  I  Campb.  ao4.  n. 
\b)  9  EoJh  361. 


(r)  4  Taunt.  6x6. 
(d)  4  Burr.  1971. 


support 


186 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


1829. 


WiLLANS 

Tatlob. 


support  in  open  court.  Even  the  evidence  that  Tcn^f^s 
house  was  closed  on  Good  Friday  was  compatible  with 
the  statement  of  money  having  been  lost  on  that  day,  as 
the  playing  was  probably  continued  from  the  T^ursdcy 
night. 


Andr^tDS  Serjt.,  on  the  same  side,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 
This  is  an  action  for  indicting  the  Plaintiff  without 
probable  cause.  It  is  true,  as  admitted  on  both  sides, 
that,  in  order  to  support  such  an  action,  there  must  be 
a  concurrence  of  malice  in  the  defendant  and  want  of 
probable  cause.  Malice  alone  is  not  sufficient,  because 
a  person  actuated  by  the  plainest  malice  may  neverthe- 
less have  a  justifiable  reason  for  prosecution.  On  the 
other  hand,  tlie  substantiating  the  accusation  is  not 
essential  to  exonerate  the  accuser  from  liability  to  an 
action;  for  he  may  have  had  good  reason  to  make  the 
charge,  and  yet  be  compelled  to  abandon  the  prosecution 
by  the  death  or  absence  of  witnesses,  or  the  difficulty 
of  producing  adequate  legal  proof.  The  law,  therefore^ 
only  renders  him  responsible  where  malice  is  combined 
with  want  of  probable  cause.  What  shall  amount  to 
such  a  combination  of  malice  and  want  of  probable 
cause  is  so  much  a  matter  of  fact  in  each  individual 
case  as  to  render  it  impossible  to  lay  down  any  general 
rule  on  the  subject ;  but  there  ought  to  be  enough  to 
satisfy  a  reasonable  man  that  the  accuser  had  no  ground 
for  proceeding  but  his  desire  to  injure  the  accused. 

One  question  has  been  debated  on  the  present  oc« 
casion,  —  Who  is  to  decide  what  shall  be  esteemed 
probable  cause?  That  is  a  question  of  I^w  for  the 
judge,  as*  it  arises  from  the  facts  disclosed;  and  if 
there   be  any  discrepancy   in   the   testimony,   or   im* 

putations 
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patations  on  the  credit  of  the  witnesses^  those  are 
matters  for  the  decision  of  the  jury;  so  that,  as  in 
queslions  touching  reasonable  notice  and  the  like^  the 
judge  must  pronounce  his  opinion  on  the  facts  when 
feund  by  the  jury. 

The  other  question  which  has  been  discussed  is,  Who 
is  to  shew  the  absence  of  probable  cause  ? 

The  plaintiff  must  take  the  first  step ;  because  it  is 
not  to  be  presumed  that  any  one  has  acted  illegally. 
There  must,  therefore,  be  some  evidence  of  want  of 
probable  cause  before  the  defendant  can  be  called  on  to 
justify  bis  conduct. 

Then,  was  there  evidence  in  the  present  case  sufficient 
to  call  on  the  Defendant  to  prove  affirmatively  that  he 
had  probable  cause  for  prosecuting  the  Plaintiff? 

I  am  of  opinion  there  was. 

The  first  bills  against  the  Plaintiff  at  the  Middlesex 
sessions  were  thrown  out  when  the  Defendant  did  not 
appear  before  the  grand  jury.  Another  was  afterwards 
preferretl ;  the  Defendant  went  before  the  grand  jury, 
and  the  bill  was  found.  He  must,  therefore,  have 
thought  himself  an  important  witness  for  the  crown. 
And  where  the  facts  lie  in  the  knowledge  of  the  De- 
fendant himself,  he  must  shew  a  probable  cause.  But 
when  the  trial  came  on,  although  he  was  in  court,  he 
absented  himself  just  when  he  ought  to  have  delivered 
his  testimony,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  immediately  ac- 
quitted. The  main  facts  in  question  must  have  been 
known  to  the  Defendant :  the  Plaintiff  had  originally 
sworn  that  he  had  lost  money  to  the  Defendant  on 
certain  days.  The  Defendant,  however,  did  not  choose 
to  submit  to  examination,  but  left  the  court  at  the 
moment  he  was  about  to  be  called.  We  must  infer, 
therefore,  that  he  had  some  knowledge  which  he  did 
not  choose  to  disclose ;  and  his  conduct  on  the  occasion 
b  sufficient  primd  facie  evidence  of  want  of  probable 

cause 
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cause  to  throw  it  on  him  to  prove  afiirmatively  in  the 
that  he  had  probable  cause. 
The  shoK-hand  writer's  evidence  of  what  the  wit- 
nesses said  on  the  former  occasion  was  not  admissible. 
Testimony  was  received  in  this  cause  not  on  oath  in 
this  cause,  and  the  witnesses  tliemselves  might  have 
been  called.     There  must  be  a  new  trial. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  A  great  deal 
of  the  difliculty  of  these  cases  has  been  removed  by  the 
decision  of  Sutton  v.  Johnstone.  The  true  distinction 
was  there  laid  down  by  Lord  Mansfield,  who  says, 
"  The  quesUon  of  probable  cause  is  a  mixed  propo- 
rtion of  law  and  fact.  Whether  the  circumstances 
alleged  to  shew  it  probable  or  not  probable  are  true, 
and  existed,  is  a  matter  of  fact ;  but  whether,  supposing 
them  true,  tbey  amount  to  a  probable  cause,  is  a  question 
of  law."  (a)  From  that  case  down  to  Davis  v.  Russell  {b) 
the  courts  have  always  decided  in  the  same  way.  It 
must,  no  doubt,  be  ascertained  whether  or  not  the  jury 
believe  the  witnesses;  but  if  they  do,  and  the  facts  are 
found,  the  judge  is  to  determine  whether  or  not  they 
amount  to  probable  cause.  Nor  can  there  be  much 
difficulty  on  the  question,  who  is  to  olfer  the  first  proof. 
Le  Blanc  J.  said,  in  Purcell  v.  AtNamara,  "  An  action 
for  a  malicious  prosecution  cannot,  from  the  very  nature 
of  it,  be  maintained  without  proof  of  malice,  either 
express  or  implied ;  and  malice  may  be  implied  from  the 
want  of  probable  cause ;  but  that  must  be  shewn  by  the 
plaintiff"  And,  according  to  all  the  judges,  that  is  the 
law  of  the  land.  Lord  Ellenl/oroug/i,  indeed,  held  in 
fKilJu  r.  Alpine,  that  mere  omission  to  proceed  with  a 
prosecution  is  not  sufficient  to  establish  want  of  pro- 
bable cause.     And   Lord  Kenyon  ruled   the   same  in 


(a)  tT.R.S4S-  {'■)  sBi',s/,.3Si.  , 

Sj/ics 
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Sykes  v.  Dunbar,  {a)  But  slight  evidence  is  sufScient  to 
throw  on  the  other  side  the  onus  of  shewing  that  there 
was  probable  cause.  And  where,  as  in  the  present  case, 
the  iacts  lie  in  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant  himself, 
he  must  show  a  probable  cause.  BuUer^s  Nisi  Prius, 
pp.  IS,  14*. 

In  the  present  case,  are  all  the  circumstances  toge- 
ther sufficient  to  throw  the  burthen  of  proof  on  the 
Defendant  ? 

He  prefers  bills  against  the  Plaintiff,  on  which  he  does 
not  appear  as  a  witness,  and  they  are  thrown  out.  He 
prefers  another  on  his  own  testimony,  and  it  is  found. 
He  refuses  the  Plaintiff's  bail;  suspends  the  proceed- 
ings for  three  years;  and  then,  at  the  trial,  absents 
himself.  Who  could  explain  the  testimony  which  in- 
duced the  grand  jury  to  find  the  last  bill  but  himself? 
and  yet  he  disappears,  and  the  Plaintiff  is  acquitted. 

The  short-hand  writer's  notes  ought  not  to  have  been 
read,  although  the  learned  Chief  Justice  admitted  they 
would  weigh  nothing.  This  rule,  therefore,  must  be 
made  absolute. 


1829. 
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BuRROUGH  J.  What  shall  be  deemed  probable 
cause  is  in  every  case  a  question  for  the  judge.  But 
there  is  ground  enough  here  for  granting  a  new  trial. 
The  short-hand  writer's  notes  ought  not  to  have  been 
read ;  and  when  one  grand  jury  ignored  bills  against 
the  Plaintiff  in  the  absence  of  the  Defendant,  and  an- 
other found  a  bill  on  his  testimony,  and  the  Plaintiff 
was  ultimately  acquitted  on  the  Defendant's  withdraw- 
ing himself  from  the  court  when  he  ought  to  have  given 
his  testimony,  there  was  enough  to  call  on  him  to  shew 
he  bad  probable  cause  for  the  prosecution. 


(a)   13  Easty  363.,  cited  in  Pur  cell  v.  Macnamara, 

Gaselee 
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Gaselee  J.  The  chief  question  here  is,  whether 
there  was  such  insufficient  evidence  of  want  of  probable 
cause  as  to  warrant  the  learned  Chief  Justice  in  direct- 
ing a  nonsuit.  I  think  there  was  not.  A  first  indict- 
ment against  the  Plaintiff  had  failed  for  want  of  the 
Defendant's  evidence ;  a  second  had  been  found  on  his 
testimony.  It  must  be  inferred,  therefore,  that  he  was 
a  material  witness;  and  though  abandoning  a  prose- 
cution be  not  of  itself  proof  of  want  of  probable  cause, 
yet  where,  as  here,  it  is  persisted  in  for  three,  years,  and 
then  dropped  in  the  very  hour  of  trial,  there  is  strong 
ground  for  supposing  that  the  prosecutor  had  no  justi- 
fiable reason  for  commencing.  The  main  question  here 
was  not  whether  there  had  been  play  on  Good  Friday, 
but  whether  the  Plaintiff  had  lost  money  sixteen  times ; 
on  which  subject  probably  the  Defendant  did  not  like 
to  be  examined.  His  withdrawing  from  the  trial,  and 
the  studied  delay  in  his  proceeding,  are  sufficient  to 
throw  it  on  him  to  shew  he  had  probable  cause. 

Rule  absolute. 


Juijf. 


MiCHENSON  V.  Begbie  and  Others,  (a) 


The  Pltintiff,      ASSUMPSIT  for  freight. 

^-f      ^'  ^  The  Plaintiff,  as  owner  of  the  ship  William  Peile, 

partyy  agreed  '  *  ' 

with  G.  to        had  entered  into  a  charter-party  with  Sack  and  Bremers, 

convey  corn  at  ghiivbrokers    in    London^    as    agents    for    Gerlack,    at 

4J.  6a.  a  quar-  .         i  i 

tcr.    G.  made  DarUzic,    that   the    William   Peile  should    proceed   to 

a  tub-charter 

with  S.%  who  consigned  com  to  the  Defendants  under  bills  of  lading,  by  which  they 

were  to  pay  6/.  a  quarter  freight^  and  gave  them  notice  to  retain  i.r.  6d,  a  quarter 

for  him : 

The  Plaintiff  having  sued  for  freight  at  6i.  a  quarter :  Held,  he  was  entitled  to 
recover  only  4/,  td. 


{a)  Conunuaicated  by  a  gentleman  at  the  bar. 


DanhnCf 
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DaniziCf  and  there  take  in  a  cargo  of  wheat  for  London 
at  45.  Sd.  a  quarter. 

When  the  ship  arrived  at  DarUzic^  Gerlack  had  no 
cargo  ready ;  whereupon  the  captain  went  on  'Change, 
and  bargained  with  one  Soermans  to  take  709  quarters 
of  wheat  at  6s.  a  quarter.  The  captain  signed  bills  of 
lading,  by  which  this  wheat  was  to  be  delivered  to  the 
Defendants  or  their  assigns,  *'  they  paying  freight  for 
the  said  goods  6s*  per  quarter."  There  was  no  refer- 
ence to  the  charter-party  on  these  bills  of  lading. 

It  did  not  appear  whether  the  captain  had  made  this 
bargain  as  agent  of  the  Plaintiff  or  of  Gerlack^  but  a 
subcharter- party  was  entered  into  between  Gerlack  and 
Soermans.  The  precise  time,  however,  at  which  this  was 
executed  was  not  proved. 

The  wheat  having  been  delivered  to  the  Defendants, 
the  Plaintiff  claimed  freight  from  them  according  to  the 
bills  of  lading,  at  6s.  a  quarter,  which  the  Defendants, 
Ignorant  of  Soerman's  claim,  at  first  promised  to  pay. 
Ultimately  they  paid  at  the  rate  of  45. 6d.  a  quarter,  and 
refused  paying  the  other  Is.  6d.  a  quarter  on  the  ground 
that  it  had  been  attached  in  their  hands  by  Soermans^ 
who  had  given  them  notice  that  the  Plaintiff  was  only 
entitled  to  45.  6d.  a  quarter.  The  attachment,  however, 
having  been  dissolved  by  the  putting  in  of  bail,  the 
Plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover  freight  at  the 
rate  of  6s.  a  quarter. 

A  verdict  having  been  taken  at  the  London  sittings 
after  Easter  term  for  the  whole  amount,  subject  to  a 
motion  to  set  it  aside  and  enter  a  nonsuit  or  verdict  for 
the  Defendants, 


1829. 
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Wilde  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  on  the 
ground  that  the  Plaintiff  could  not  recover  more  than 
he  had  stipulated  for  by  charter-party  with  Gerlack. 
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Jmes  Seijt.  shewed  caose.  After  commenting  upon 
and  contesting  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  shew 
that  the  captain  made  the  subcontract  on  the  part  of 
Gerlackf  he  argued,  that,  assuming  the  subcontract  to 
have  been  duly  proved,  the  bills  of  lading  having  be€^ 
made*  out  at  one  entire  freight,  and  the  Defendants 
having  received  tlie  goods  and  promised  to  pay  the 
freight,  they  could  not  set  up  the  charter-party  between 
the  Plaintiff  and  Gerlack^  to  which  they  were  not  parties, 
as  an  excuse  for  not  doing  so.  The  Plaintiff  proceeded 
on  a  new  contract,  the  bills  of  lading,  in  which  the  De- 
fendants were  named,  and  which  were  binding  ou  theOi 
if  they  accepted  the  cargo.  In  Cock  v.  Taylor  (a),  Mo- 
berts  V.  Holt  (i),  and  Leer  v.  Yates  (c),  it  was  holden 
that  the  receipt  of  a  cargo  implied  a  promise  to  pay 
freight  In  Sodergren  v.  Flight  (rf),  and  Bell  v.  Kymer  {e)j 
the  same  liability  was  holden  to  attach  to  the  indorsee 
of  a  bill  of  lading;  and  the  circumstance  that  the  freight 
was  agreed  for  by  a  subcontract  in  the  present  case, 
would  not  exonerate  the  Defendants.  In  Ward  v.  Fd^ 
^^^  {g)^  ^be  defendant  was  not  so  much  indorsee  of  tl)e 
bill  of  lading,  as  agent  to  the  consignee,  and  was  known 
to  be  acting  as  agent  by  the  master  of  the  plaintiff's  ship. 
Artaza  v.  Smallpiece  (^),  where  Lord  Kenyon  said  that 
the  consignee  oF  goods  is  liable  to  freight,  and  not  the 
person  to  whom  he  sells  them,  was  overruled  by  Cock  v. 
Taylor  and  Bell  v.  Kymer.  In  Moorsom  v.  Kymer  (/) 
there  was  no  contract  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  the 
question  being  concluded  by  the  peculiar  terms  of  the 
charter-party.  In  Finder  v.  Wilksijc)^  the  defendants  were 
neither  consignees  nor  holders  of  the  bill  of  lading.  The 
defendants  here,  therefore,  were  liable  to  the  plaintiff  on 


(a)  i3J?flj^399. 

\b)  %  Show,  443. 

(c)  3  Taunt.  387. 

(d)  6  East,  6aii  6aa. 

(e)  3  Campb.  SAS* 


{js)  lEajttSoj. 
(Jb)  I  Esp.  %$, 
(i)  2M.^S.  303. 
(k)  5  Taunt*  61  a. 


the 
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the  bills  of  lading,  and  could  not  enter  into  question  as 
to  his  engagements  with  other  persons.  If  Soermans  or 
Gerlack  had  any  right  to  the  1^.  Sd.  additional  freight, 
it  could  only  be  on  a  claim  between  them  and  the 
Plaintiff:  with  him  they  must  settle  their  differences; 
the  Defendants  could  never  incur  any  risk  by  paying  the 
ship-owner  his  freight  according  to  the  bill  of  lading. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  think  this  rule  ought  to  be  made 
absolute.  It  is  clear  the  Plaintiff  has  obtained  all  he 
ever  bargained  for,  that  is,  all  he  was  to  have  under 
the  charter-party;  and  he  now  seeks  to  recover  what 
belongs  to  others  under  a  more  advantageous  bargain, 
which  has  been  sufficiently  proved.  All  the  cases  cited 
are  cases  in  which  there  was  no  second  party  inter- 
Tening :  here  notice  was  given  to  the  Defendants,  by  the 
parties  entitled  to  the  additional  freight,  not  to  pay  it  to 
the  Plaintiff.  The  promise  made  by  the  Defendants, 
being  made  in  ignorance  of  the  rights  of  those  who  were 
really  entitled,  is  not  binding  on  them.  The  Plaintiff 
has  received  all  that  was  due  to  him  under  his  own  con- 
tract, and  he  has  no  more  right  to  the  sum  bargained 
for  under  the  second  contract,  than  a  lessor  would  have 
to  daim  from  an  under-lessee  a  higher  rent  reserved  by 
the  lessee. 


I9S 


1829. 

MiCHENSON 
V. 

Begbie. 


Park  J.  I  cannot  comprehend  the  difficulty.  Is 
there  any  thing  to  prevent  a  man  who  has  chartered  a 
ship  from  letting  it  to  another  at  a  higher  rate  ?  How 
is  the  Plaintiff  injured,  if  paid  at  the  rate  he  agreed  for, 
by  another  person's  obtaining  a  higher  rate  for  the  same 
voyage.  The  cases  cited  have  no  application  to  the  cir- 
camstances  of  the  present. 

BuRROUGH  J.   The  only  question  has  been.  Whether 
oDe  man  is  to  recover  another  man's  money  ? 

Rule  absolute. 
Vol.  VI.  O 
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July  8.  Earl  of  Shrewsbury  v.  Haycroft. 

Service  of  a      HPHE  writ  in  this  case  was  directed  to  the  chambeiw 

t^the  duiin-  ^^  ®^  ^®  county  palatine  of  Chester^  and  served 

beriain  of        b;  the  Plaintiff's  attorney  on  the  Defendant 

Chester  is 
irregular  with- 
out his  man-        Cross  Seijt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  it  aside,  on  the 

date  to  the       ground  that  the  writ  itself  was  improperly  served  ;  that 

on  the  receipt  of  the  writ  the  chamberlain  should  have 

issued  his  mandate  to  the  sheriff^   and   the  mandate 

should  have  been  served. 


Jones  Seijt,  who  shewed  cause,  contended  that  the 
Court  would  only  set  aside  the  service  where  there 
was  likely  to  be  confusion  with  regard  to  the  filacer, 
Williams  v.  Gregg {a\  which  was  not  the  case  here;  or 
where  the  writ  was  improperly  addressed  to  an  officer 
on  the  spot.    But 

The  Court  held  that  the  Plaintiff's  attorney  ou^t 
to  have  taken  the  intermediate  step  of  procuring  the 
chamberlain's  mandate  to  the  sheriff,  and  that  without 
it  the  service  was  irr^ular. 

Rule  absolute* 

(a)  7  TauMt.  233. 
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Henjlet  v.  Mayor  and  Burgesses  of  Lyme  Regis,      jufy  s. 

Tf/^ILDE  Serjt  opposed  one  of  the  bail  in  error  in  A  member  of 
diis  case,  on  the  ground  that  he  was  a  member  of  *  coT>o'*^oii 

may  be  bail  in 

the  corporation  of  lA^me^  and  therefore  in  effect  one  of  error  in  an 

Che  Defendants.     But  action  brought 

against  the 
corporation. 
The  CouitT  disallowed  the  objection,  and  the  bail 

passed. 


Ea^  parte  Jefferies.  July  8. 

TM/'ILDE  Seijt.  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  writ  of  The  clerk  of 

privilege  to  exempt  Mr.  Jeffkries^  the  clerk  of  the  *^®  treatuiy  of 

^  ^X.'  .   cL  '       .u      fR        c  theCourtof 

treasury  ot  this  court,  from  sernng  the  onice  ot  overseer  Common  Pleat 

of  the  parish  of  St.  Giles.  is  bound  to  a 

He  alleged  that  the  duties  of  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  f^^^*^ 

treasury  required  his  constant  attendance,  and  that  he  his  duties,  and 

had  offered  to  serve  the  office  of  overseer  by  deputy.        therefore  is 

■^  not  compel- 

able  to  serve 
Merewdher  Seijt.,  who  shewed  cause,  contended  that  the  office  of 

the  office  of  overseer  could  not  be  performed  by  deputy ; 

that  the  office  of  clerk  of  the  treasury  might;  and  that 

it  did  not  require  the  officer's  personal  attendance.     In 

March,  p.  80.,  in  the  case  of  a  clerk  of  the  court,  it  was 

said  there  was  no  privilege  except  as  to  the  office  of 

churchwarden.     The  question  was.  Whether  personal 

attendance  was  requisite  in  both  the  offices  which  the 

O  2  party 
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1829.        party  was  called  on  to  fill?  —  and  it  lay  with  the  party 

_    "  called  on  to  shew  that  he  could  not  perform  by  deputy 

JEFFERIE&     his  office  in  court.     In  Bishop  v.  Llqi/d  (a)  the  writ  was 

refused,  because  personal  incompatibility  was  not  shewn. 

The  same  principle  was  acted  on  in  FarramTs  case  (6)9 

and  Bex  v.  Clarke,  (c) 

Wilde,  The  personal  attendance  of  the  officer  in  the 
duties  of  this  court  cannot  be  dispensed  with,  and  the 
court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  duties  of  its  own 
officer. 

« 

In  Tlie  Mayor  of  tforwich  v.  Berry  (ii),  an  attorney 
of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas,  who  was  also  a  member 
of  the  corporation  of  Norwich^  was,  on  the  ground  of 
his  supposed  attendance  in  court,  held  exempted  from 
serving  an  office  in  the  corporation.  The  privilq^e  is 
attached  to  the  court,  not  to  the  individual. 

Cur.  adv.  vulim 

The  Court  this  day,  after  reading  several  extracts 
from  the  report  (published  in  1816)  of  the  commis- 
sioners appointed  by  parliament  to  enquire  into  the 
duties  and  emoluments  of  officers  in  the  various  courts 
of  justice  in  Great  Britain^  which  shewed  that  the  clerk 
of  the  treasury  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  was 
bound  to  attend  personally  in  the  discharge  of  his  duties, 
made  the  rule  for  a  writ  of  privilege  absolute,  on  the 
ground  that  the  duties  of  the  office  of  overseer  were  in- 
compatible with  such  personal  attendance  on  the  court. 

Rule  absohiie. 


{a)  Bunb.  145.  (c)  1  T.  R.  679. 

(b)  %  W.  Bl.  115.  (d)  4  Burr.  ^io9. 
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Hammond  v.  Teaoue.  July  8. 

T  N  assumpsit  for  money  had  and  received,  money  lent,  The  Court 

money  paid,  &c.,  Russell  Sent,  had  obtained  a  rule  ^^  not  illow 

/•!  1*  psuty  to 

nisi  to  plead  several  matters ;  viz.   first,   the  general  piead  in  at- 

issue;  and,  secondly,  as  follows :  —  jumpjit  mat- 

That  before  the  said  times  in  the  said  first,  second,  ^   ^^^  y^ 
and  third  counts  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the. day  and  year  evidence  under 

aforesaid,  to  wit,  at  Lcmdon  aforesaid,  the  said  Plaintiff  .     fS^^ 

issue,  unless 

and  divers  other  persons  had  entered  into  and  become  the  plea  be 
and  then  were  shareholders  and  partners  together  in  a  "mple,  and 
certain  partnership  or  company,  called  the  Cornwall  and  p^^pi^x  die 
Devonshire  Mining  Company,  and  remained  and  conti-  Plaintiff, 
noed  such  partners  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  from 
thence  hitherto ;  that  the  said  sums  of  money  so  alleged 
to  have  been  lent  and  advanced,  and  paid,  laid  out,  and  ex- 
pended by  the  said  Plaintiff,  and  for  the  use  of  the  said 
Defendant,  and  had  and  received  by  the  said  Defendant 
to  and  for  the  use  of  the  said  Plaintiff,  were  lent  and 
•advanced,  and  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended  by  the  said 
Plaintiff,  and  had  and  received  by  the  said  Defendant  and 
the  said  other  partners  in  the  said  company  or  partners- 
ship  for  and  towards  the  purposes  and  concerns  of  the 
said  company  and  partnership,  and  the  said  sums  then 
.and  there  became  and  were  part  of  the  stock  and  effects 
of  the  said  company  or  partnership,  and  became  and 
were   common   to   all    the   partners   and   shareholders 
therein,  to  wit,  at,  &c. 

•   ^i/^^atidilfi^ezo^M^Serjts.  shewed  cause.  All  that  can 
be  given  in  evidence  under  the  second  plea,  may  also  be 

given 
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Hammond 

TSAOUE. 


given  In  evidence  under  the  general  issue.  The  plea  is 
a  catching  plea,  very  astute,  and,  as  it  does  not  narrow 
the  question  to  be  tried,  but  only  tends  to  distract,  and 
to  give  rise  to  a  multifarious  and  double  reply,  the  Court 
will  refuse  its  sanction*  Fan  v»  Hindding  (a),  Maggs 
v.  Ames,  (b) 


RussdL  In  Maffittt  v.  Van  MUUngen  (c)  the  «ame 
plea  was  pleaded,  (Cur.  without  the  general  issue)*  And 
in  Mairvxarifig  v.  Nefwman  (d\  with  the  general  issue. 
In  Holmes  v.  Higgins  {e)  Lord  Tenierden  held,  that  it 
might  be  pleaded :  and  it  would  save  expense,  by  ocNi- 
fining  the  question  between  the  parties  to  a  single  i8Sd% 
for  a  single  replication  might  be  taken  on  the  whole. 


TiNOAL  C.  J.  By  refusing  the  present  ap^dicatum 
we  do  not  abridge  any  portion  of  the  defence^  because 
all  which  it  is  proposed  to  plead  may  be  given  in  evi- 
dence under  the  general  issue.  The  Defendant  ailqjei, 
that  he  seeks  to  avoid  expense  by  driving  the  Plaintiff 
to  a  single  issue;  and  though  we  incline  to  think  thitt 
one  issue  might  be  taken  on  the  whole  matter  whidi  It 
is  proposed  to  plead,  the  several  allegations  amountiiig 
to  but  one  defence,  —  as  in  the  case  in  BurroWf  tbe 
levancy  and  couchancy  of  commonable  cattle,  — yet  thefe 
is  enough  to  perplex  a  Plaintiff,  and  to  raise  a  doubt 
whether  he  could  reply  to  all  or  a  part  only  of  the  matter 
pleaded ;  and  as  the  whole  may  be  given  in  evidence 
under  the  general  issue,  the  application  must  be  refused. 

Pakk  J.  and  Burrough  J.  concurred. 


(a)  4^.  £!fC.547. 
{6)  ABingb.A'jo. 
(c)  %B.^P.  144. 


(d)  2B.lffP,  lao. 
(i)  iB.^C.  74. 


Gaselee 
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Gaselee  J.  Under  the  statute  of  Ann.  a  party  is 
permitted,  with  the  leave  of  the  Court,  to  plead  as  many 
several  matters  as  are  necessary  for  his  defence.  In 
assumpsily  the  general  issue,  and  matters  which  may  be 
given  in  evidence  under  it^  are  Bot  several  matters; 
nevertheless,  it  has  been  the  practice  of  the  Court  to 
permit  a  party  to  plead  matters  which  might  be  given  in 
evidence  under  the  general  issue,  where  such  matters 
are  ttmple  and  single.  And  such  a  course  is  beneficial, 
as  it  tends  to  prevent  ^irprise.  In  the  cases  cited,  the 
pleas  were  in  short  terms,  partnership  between  the 
Plaintiff  and  Defendant;  and  if  the  plea  now  proposed 
had  been  such,  perhaps  we  should  have  allowed  it: 
but  this  plea  contains  five  or  six  deferent  matters,  caU 
culated  to  perplex  the  Plaintiff.  The  action  is  for 
money  paid  and  money  lent :  the  defendant  pleads  that 
the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  and  others  were  partners  in 
a  mining  company ;  that  the  money  was  employed  by 
them  for  the  purposes  of  the  company,  and  became  part 
of  the  effects  of  the  company.  That  is  no  longer  money 
lent  or  money  received ;  and,  independently  of  the  mul- 
tifiuriousness  of  the  fdea,  which  would  put  the  Plaintiff 
to  difficulties,  it  is  doubtful  whether  the  plea  is  good. 
By  refusing  to  allow  it,  we  do  not  abridge  any  portion 
of  the  defence,  and  the  rule  must  be 

Discharged. 


1829. 


Hammond 

v. 
Teague. 
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MEMORANDA. 

J 

la  the  course  of  the  last  vacation  Sir  Nicholas  Conyug" . 
ham  Tindalj  Rnight,  was  appointed  Chief  Justice  of  this 
Court  in  the  room  of  Sir  WilUam  Draper  Best^  created 
Baron  Wynford;  and  took  his  seat  on  the  first  day  of 
this  term. 

ft 

Edward  Burienshaw  Sugden,  Esquire,  was  appointed 
his  Majesty's  Solicitor-General  in  the  room  of  Sir  N,  C 
Ttndal;  and  was  knighted. 

«  • 

Sir  Charles  WethereU^  his  Majesty's  Attorney-General, 
resigned  his  office,  and  was  succeeded  by  Sir  James 
Scarlett,  Knight. 

In  the  course  of  thb  term  William  Henry  Tinneyy 
Thomas  PeTnberton,  James  Lemis  Knight,  Esquires,  and 
the  Honourable  Charles  Ewen  Law,  were  respectively 
appointed  his  Majesty's  Counsel  learned  in  the  law;  add 
took  their  seats  within  the  bar  accordingly. 
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Court  of  COMMON  PLEAS, 


AVD 


OTHER  COURTS, 


IV 


Michaelmas  Term, 


In  the  Tenth  Year  of  the  Reign  of  George  IV. 


Newbury  *o.  Armstrong.  Nov.  7. 

ASSUMPSIT  on  the  following  guaranty :  —  « I  agree  to 

"-^  be  security  to 

"  To  Mr.  John  Newbury.  you  for  /.  C. 

**  Sir,  —  I,  the  undersigned,  do  hereby  agree  to  bind  l*te  in  the 
myself  to  be  security  to  you  for  J.  Corcoran^  late  in  the  f^\J^^ev»  * 
employ  of  J.  Pearson  of  London  Wall^  for  whatever  you  you  may 
may  entrust  him  with  while  in  your   employ,  to  the  ^^^'T^'Jt."*. 

amount  of  50/.,  in  case  of  any  default  to  make  the  same  jQxa  employ» 
m)oA  to  the  amount 

"11th  March  1828.  "  W.  Armstrong."  nddT'that  the 

consideration 
A  verdict  having  been  given  for  the  Plaintiff  at  the  for  the  gua- 

trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Middlesex  sittings  after  Trinity  »n^  »"®- 

term,  for  34/.,  which  Corcoran  had  failed  to  account  for  j^ppeared. 

to  Plaintiff, 

Vol.  VI.  P  Taddy 
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1829.  charge,  delivery,  and  making  over,  shall  be  deemed 
and  is  hereby  declared  to  be  fraudulent  and  void,  a$ 
against  the  provisional  and  other  assignee  or  assignees 
of  such  prisoner  appointed  under  this  act:  provided 
that  no  such  conveyance,  &c.  shall  be  deemed  fraudulent 
and  void  unless  made  within  three  months  before  the 
commencement  of  such  imprisonment." 

Knight  being  insolvent,  borrowed  money  of  A.  B^ 
and  immediately  paid  it  over,  within  three  months  before, 
his  imprisonment,  in  discharge  of  the  debts  of  various 
of  his,  the  insolvent's,  creditors,  and  among  others,  the 
Defendant. 

The  Plaintiff,  as  Knight*s  assignee,  then  sued  the 
Defendant  for  money  had  and  received,  under  the  above 
section  of  the  insolvent  debtors'  act. 

A  verdict  having  been  given  for  the  Plaintiff  at  the 
trial  before  Titulal  C.  J.  last  Bristol  assizes, 

Merexether  Serjt.  moved  to  set  it  aside  and  enter  a 
nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  above  section  of  the  act 
was  directed  against  fraudulent  transfers  of  property  by 
the  insolvent,  but  not  against  bondjide  payments;  that 
the  word  deliver^  taken  as  accompanied  with  the  other 
expressions,  did  not  include  a  delivery  by  payment  of 
money ;  and  that  by  analogy  to  the  language  of  the 
bankrupt  acts,  it  might  be  presumed  the  word  pay 
would  have  been  employed  if  it  had  been  intended  to 
prohibit  payment,  even  though  voluntary. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  Looking  at  the  clause,  it  is  impossible 
not  to  see  that  payment  is  included ;  and  there  are 
equivalent  and  equipollent  words.  The  language  of 
the  clause  is,  "  That  if  any  prisoner  who  shall  file  his 
or  her  petition  for  his  or  her  discharge  under  this  act, 
shall,  before  or  after  his  imprisonment,  being  in  in- 
solvent circumstances,  voluntarily  convey,  assign,  trans- 
fer. 
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fetf  charge,  deliver,  or  make  over  any  estate  real  or 
personal,  security  for  money,  bond,  bill,  note,  money, 
property,  goods  or  effects  whatsoever,  to  any  creditor  or 
creditors,  or  to  any  person  or  persons  in  trust  for,  or  to 
or  for  the  use,  benefit,  or  advantage  of  any  creditor  or 
creditors,  every  such  conveyance,  assignment,  transfer, 
charge,  delivery,  and  making  over,  shall  be  deemed, 
and  is  hereby  declared  to  be  fraudulent  and  void,  as 
against  the  provisional  or  other  assignee  or  assignees  of 
such  prisoner  appointed  under  this  act."  What  is  in- 
tended to  be  made  void  is,  not  delivery  in  general,  but 
delivery  to  a  creditor.  How  can  we  understand  delivery 
of  money  to  a  creditor  except  in  payment,  or  for  the 
advantage  of  such  creditor?  To  say  that  a  payment  is 
not  avoided  under  these  circumstances  would  render  the 
act  nugatory. 


Herbert 

v. 
WiLOQdc. 


Park  J.  The  intention  of  the  legislature  was  to  effect 
an  equal  distribution  of  the  insolvent's  effects,  and  terms 
could  not  have  been  found  more  explicit  to  prevent  any 
thing  that  would  defeat  such  distribution.  The  pro- 
hibition against  delivering  money  to  creditors  compre- 
hends payment. 

BuRRoUGH  J.  concurred. 

Gaselee  J.  The  clear  object  of  the  act  is  that  no 
insolvent  shall  pay  any  creditor  within  three  months  of 
his  imprisonment,  either  in  money  or  money's  worth. 

Rule  refused* 


P  8 
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.Nov.  7.  PiNERO,  One,  &c.  V.  JuDSON  and  Another. 

I.  Agreement      ASSUMPSIT  for  use  and  occupation  of  a  house  be- 
for  a  Iw9c,  longing  to  the  PJaintiff  for  oae  quarter,. from  Lady^ 

don  for  the       ^^If  lo  Midsummer  1828.     At  the  last  London  sittings 

lessee  to  com-    before  Tindal  C.  j/,  the   Plaintiff  put  in  the  following 
mencewith       '  ^  ^ 

laying  out  a      agreement:  — 

considerable  Memorandum  of  agreement  made  the  day 

sum  on  the       ^f  1  ggg   \^x.vieeii  Thomas  Wing  Pinero  of  the 

premises,  ** 

(the  lease  to      one  part,  and  Charles  Judson  and  Samuel  Cook  of  the 

contain  cer-      other  part.     The  said  T.  W.  Pinero^  for  the  consider- 
tain  specified        •        1        •     r  •        1  11 

covenants.)       atipns  hereinafter  mentioned,  agi'ees  to  grant,  seal,  and 

«  and  in  the     execute  unto  the  said  Charles  Judson  and  Samuel  Cook  a 

n;ieantiine>and  \qqp\  ^nd  effectual  lease  of  all  that  messuaire  or  tenement 

unul  such  lease      °  .  .  ° 

shall  be  eze-     a^^d  premises,  situate,  standing,  and  being,  &p.  to  hpid 

cuted,  to  pay  jhe  same,  with  the  appurtenances,  unto  the  said  Charles 

hold  the  same  J^^^^  and  Samuel  Cook^  their  executors,  administrators^ 

premises,  sub-  and  assigns,  from  the  25th  of  March  now  last  past,  fof 

ject  to  the  ^^  Xjexm  of  five  years,  and  three  quarters  of  anotbfur 

above  men-  year,  wanting  ten  days,  at  and  under  the  yearly  rent  of 

tioned:"  go/,  of  lawful  money  oi  Great  Britain^  to  be  made  pay- 

amount\o  an  ^^^  quarterly,  on  the  four  most  usual  days  of  payn^nt 

actual  demise,  of  rent  in  the  year,  without  making  any  deductions  or 

*•    .    *U^    abatement  out  of  the  same,  &c.,  and  under  and  sublet 
occupation  bes         .  #.    1  .  , 

for  construe-     ^^  covenants  by  and  on  the  part  of  the  said  Charles 

tive  as  well  as   Judson  and  Samuel  Cook^  their  executors,  administrator^ 
tion.       ^  ^*  and  assigns,  to  pay  the  said  rent  in  manner  aforesaid, 

and  also  the  sewers'  rate  and  all  other  taxes,  rates* 
assessments,  and  impositions  whatsoever  in  respect  of 
the  said  premises,  parliamentary,  parochial,  and  other- 
wise howsoever ;  to  keep  the  premises  in  good  repair, 
(damage  by  fire  only  excepted) ;  to  paint  all  the  outside 
wood  and  iron-work  of  or  belonging  to  the  said  pre- 
mises 
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mises  twice  over  in  good  oil  colours  every  third  year  of 
the  said  term ;  and  at  the  end  of  the  said  term,  to  leave 
the  sfiid  premises  in  good  and  tenantable  repair,  reason- 
able use  and  wear  thereof  and  damage  by  fir^  in  the 
mean  time,  only  excepted.  That  the  said  7*.  W*  Pinero 
shall  have  liberty  to  enter  and  view  the  said  premises, 
and  to  give  or  leave  notice  in  writing  thereof  to  repair 
aU  defects  and  decays  within  three  months  then  next 
foUof^ing  i  <md  that  the  said  Charles  Jtidson  and  Samuel 
Cookp  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  shall 
do  all  necessary  repair  in  and  about  the  premises  (ex<» 
cq>l  damage  by  fire  as  aforesaid)..  And,  further,  that 
the  aaid  Charles  Jtidson  and  Samuel  Cookj  their  exe- 
cutora,  administrators,  and  assigns^  shall  not  convert 
tbe  said  premises  into  a  shop,  or  use  the  same  for 
carrying  on  therein  any  trade  or  business  whatso- 
ever. And  also  a  proviso  for  re-entry  on  non-pay- 
meot  of  rent  or  brefich  of  any  of  the  said  covenants. 
Tbe  said  lease  also  to  contain  a  covenant  by  and  on  the 
part  of  the  said  T.  W*  Pinero^  his  executors,  administra-* 
tors,  and  assigns,  for  quiet  enjoyment  upon  payment  of 
the  aaid  rent  and  performance  of  the  said  covenants. 
And  the  said  Charles  Judson  and  Samuel  Cook  agree  to 
aeoept  and  take  the  said  lease  of  the  said  premises  afore^? 
said  upon  the  terms  aforesaid,,  and  to  execute  a  coun-. 
terpart  thereof  immediately  upon  the  execution  of  the 
said  lease,  and  to  pay  the  expense  of  preparing  tbe  said 
lease.  And  in  the  mean  time,  and  until  such  lease  shall 
be  made  and  executed^  to  pay  unto  the  said  Thomas  W; 
Pinero,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  the 
afbresaicl  yearly  rent  or  sum  of  80/.  in  manner  aforesaid, 
and  to  '  old  the  same  premises,  subject  to  the  caoenants 
aixroe  fl«  ntioned.  Aud  the  said  Charles  Judson  and 
Samuel  Cook  further  agree  to  put  the  said  premises  into 
good  and  tenantable  repair  at  their  own  expense,  and  Co. 
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complete  all  such  repairs  on  or  before  the  25th  day  of 
April  now  next  ensuing.  And,  lastly,  it  is  hereby  mil*  - 
tnally  agreed  between  the  said  parties  to  this  agreement, 
in  case  the  said  Charles  Judson  and  Samuel  Cook  shall 
not  put  the  said  premises  in  such  repair  aforesaid  within 
the  time  aforesaid,  or  if  at  any  time  before  the  said  lease 
shall  be  made  and  executed  any  quarterly  payments  of 
the  said  yearly  rent  of  80/.  shall  be  in  arrears,  and  no 
sufficient  distress  be  found  on  the  said  premises,  then, 
and  in  either  of  such  cases,  the  said  T>  W.Pinero^  his 
executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  shall  and  lawfully  > 
may  re-enter  upon  the  said  premises,  and  thereupon 
this  agreement  shall  be  absolutely  void  to  all  intents 
and  purposes,  except  only  as  to  the  recovery  of  the  said 
rent  so  in  arrear,  or  any  satisfaction  for  the  amount 
thereof.     In  witness,  &c. 

No  lease  was  ever  executed. 

The  Defendants  proved  a  notice  given  by  them  in  Sep^ 
lember  1827  of  their  intention  to  quit  at  Lady^day  1828, 
and  that  in  fact  they  had  quitted  at  the  latter  period.  It 
was  contended  on  their  behalf,  that  the  instrument  relied 
on  by  the  Plaintiff  was  only  an  agreement  for  a  lease, 
and  not  an  actual  demise,  and  that  the  Defendants,  as 
tenants  from  year  to  year,  had  determined  their  liability 
by  quitting  according  to  notice,  at  Lady-day  1828. 

For  the  Plaintiff  it  was  insisted,  that  the  instrument 
amounted  to  an  actual  demise,  and  that  the  Defendants 
were  liable  under  it  till  Midsummer  1828.  Verdict  for 
Plaintiff:  which 


Jones  Serjt.  now  moved  to  set  aside  and  enter  a  non* 
suit  instead,  on  the  ground  urged  at  the  trial,  and  also 
on  the  ground  that  the  Defendants  not  having  been  in 
actual  occupation  for  the  quarter  in  dispute,  the  form  of 
action  was  wrong. 

The  Court  must  construe  the  instrument  according  to 

the 


{a)  ft  T.  R.  739.  (g)  3  Taunt,  65, 

I*)   13  £ajtt  18.  (b)  sB.^  A.  31a. 

W  X  r. li.  735.  (i)   1  Brod.  ^ Bingb.  50. 

(/)  la  JSojf,  168.  {k)  z  H.  £/.  313. 

(e)  s  r.  JR.  163. 

provide 
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the  intention  of  the  parties,  to  be  collected  from  it  *r  Doe 
d.  Coore  v.  Clare  (a),  Tempest  v.  Bowlings  (J) ;  and  where 
there  is  a  stipulation  for  a  lease  in  future^  it  is  manifest 
the  parties  cannot  contemplate  any  present  demise.  Such  Judsqw. 
Was  the  inference  drawn  from  the  stipulation  ibr  a  lease 
in  Goodtitle  v.  Way  {c) ;  and  such  was  the  inference 
dways  drawn,  till  the  case  of  Poole  w.  Bentley{d)  was 
decided.  That  case,  however,  turned  on  the  stamp 
kws,  and  is  distinguishable  from  the  present  in  the  cir- 
cumstance, that  though  there  was  a  stipulation  for  a 
lease^  there  was  also  an  actual  demise  per  verba  de 
prasentiy  which  is  wanting  here.  If  such  words  could- 
be  supplied,  the  applications  which. are  frequently  made 
to  courts  of  equity  for  a  lease  pursuant  to  an  agreeihent^ 
would  be  unnecessary.  ^ 

In  Boe  d.  Jackson  v.  Askbumer  {e)  it  was  established^ 
that  the  Courts  will  consider  these  instruments  as  agree- 
ments for  demises,  and  not  as  actual  demises^  where 
soch  can  be  collected  to  have  been  the  intention  of  the 
parties ;  and  in  Morgan  v.  Bissetl  {g)  and  Dwnk  v. 
Hunter  (h\  the  circumstance  that  a  future  lease  waa 
stipulated  for  was  deemed  conclusive  against  the  impli- 
cation of  any  present  demise. 

But  at  all  events,  as  the  Defendants  did  not  actually 
occupy,  they  should  have  been  proceeded  against  in  some 
other  form  of  action.  Assumpsit  for  use  and  occupation 
only  lies  where  the  party  has  actually  occupied.  And 
therefore,  a  husband  has  been  holden  not  liable  in' 
this  form  of  action  in  respect  of  premises  occupied 
,  by  his  wife  dum  sola.  Bichardson  v.  HalU  {d)  In  Naish 
V.  Tatloci  (e)  Eyre  C.  J.  says,  "  The  statute  meant  ta 
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18t9.  provide  an  easy  remedy  in  the  simple  ease  of  actual  opr* 

t!^^  cupation,  leaving  other  more  complicated  cases  to  tbeif 

V,  ordinary  remedy." 


JmsoNt 


TiNDAL  C.  J.    This  is  an  action  in  which  the  Plww 
tiff  seeks  to  recover  for  the  use  and  occupation  of  h^^ 
premises  for  one  quarter  of  a  year  ending  at  Midsummer 
1828;  and   the  question  is,  vrhether  the  Defendants^ 
tenancy  subsisted  during  that  period.     If  the  instrument 
on  which  the  Plaintiff  relies  be  a  lease,  it  did:  if  that 
instrument  be  an  agreement  without  any  actual  demise^ 
it  did  not,  a  notice  having  been  given  by  tlie  Defendaiit 
to  determine  the  holding  at  Lady-day  1828.     Is  thia 
instrument,  then,  to  be  interpreted  as  a  lease  or  a^ 
agreement  for  a  lease  ?     The  law  is  well  settled,  tba( 
where  there  is  any  doubt  as  to  the  operation  of  the  con- 
tract, the  Court  must  endeavour  to  discover  the  inteo* 
tion  of  the  parties  from  the  contents  of  the  instrument { 
and  if  we  see  a  paramount.intention  that  the  instrumei4 
shall  operate  as  a  lease,  we  must  hold  it  to  be  8iic|i^ 
although  it  may  contain  conflicting  expressions.     W§ 
think  this  instrument  must  be  taken  to  operate  as  n 
lease.     It  is  true,  the  parties  contemplate  a  formal  leaaa 
in  future,  and  if  that  were  the  only  stipulation  there 
might  be  some  difficulty,  although  it  is  to  be  observe4i^ 
tliat  the  term  is  to  begin  at  once.     But  when  we  come 
to  the  latter  words  of  the  agreement,  that  until  the  leaii^ 
is  executed  the  parties  are  to  stand  in  the  same  retatioA 
as  if  it  had  been  executed,  there  is  no  longer  any  room 
for  doubt.     The  Defendants  are  to  hold  according  to  co*. 
venants,  some  of  which  are  inconsistent  with  a  tenancy 
from  year  to  year:  as  that,  to  paint  once  in  three  years; 
and  that,  for  the-tenants  putting  the  premises  in  repair 
before  he  commences  his  occupation.     These  covenants 
would  be  unreasonable  for  a  tenant  from  year  to  year, 
but  reasonable  and  usual  for  a  tenant  who  takes  a  term. 

It 
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It  was  BO  doubt  meant  that  there  should  be  a  formal 
lease,  but  that  the  tenant  should  hold  in  the  mean  tiine 
under  a  demise,  upon  the  same  terms  as  if  that  lease 
bad  been  executed ;  and  it  is  for  his  interest  that  the 
instrument  should  receive  such  a  construction,  because 
k  is  attended  with  greater  certainty. 

The  disposing  of  the  first  objection  puts  an  end  to  the 
second;  for,  according  to  the  statute,  if  he  holds  or 
occupies,  he  may  be  sued  in  an  action  for  use  and  occu- 
pation, and  we  find  that  he  holds. 

Park  J.  We  must  look  to  the  instrument  to  see 
what  was  the  intention  of  the  parties.  Considering  tliat 
the  Plaintiff  is  an  attorney,  who,  professionally,  would 
wish  to  draw  deeds,  the  object  of  the  stipulation  seems  to 
have  been  to  secure  him  a  little  employment  in  that  way; 
Ibr,  till  the  deed  was  executed,  the  parties  were  to  hold  in 
the  same  way  as  under  tlie  deed.  That  part  of  the  agree- 
ment xemoves  any  doubt,  "  And  until  such  lease  shall 
be  made  and  executed,  to  pay  to  the  said  T.  W.  Pinero^ 
bis  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  the  aforesaid 
yearly  rent,  and  to  hold  the  same  premises  subject  to 
the  covenants  above  mentioned."  The  Defendants  adopt 
all  of  them,  and  they  are  inconsistent  with  a  holding 
firom  year  to  year,  especially  those  for  repairing  before 
^tering  on  possession,  and  for  painting  every  three 
years.  Our  decision  will  be  conformable  with  what  was 
laid  down  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Poole  y.Bentlet/f  "  that 
the  intention  of  the  parties,  as  declared  by  the  wor(fs 
of  the  instrument,  must  govern  the  construction."  And 
be  there  was  led,  from  the  covenant  to  lay  out  money,  to 
draw  an  inference  like  that  which  we  have  drawn  in  the 
present  case  from  the  covenant  to  paint.  The  tenant 
was  to  do  that  in  the  first  four  years,  which  was  incon- 
sistent with  a  tenancy  from  year  to  year.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  second  point. 

BURROUGH 
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BuRRouGH  J.  We  should  overturn  Poole  v.  Benitey. 
which  is  good  law,  if  we  were  to  hold  this  not  to  be  a 
demise.  The  other  point  is  quite  clear.  This  is  such 
JuDsoNT.  a  holding  as  entitles  the  plaintiff  to  sue  in  an  action 
for  use  and  occupation.  Actual  occupation  is  not  ne* 
cessary;  legal  possession  is  sufficient;  and  the  plaintiff 
had  possession  enough  to  sue  in  trespass. 

Gaselee  J.      It  is  time  that  questions  of  this  $oit 
should  be  set  at  rest.     The  decisions  are  conflictingf 
but  Poole  V.  Bentley  rests  on  a  sound  principle.     There 
is  a  material  distinction  between  Roe  v.  Ashbumer  and 
Poole  V.  Benlley.     Ashhnrst  J.  says,  in  the  former  case^ 
^^  I   entirely  agree  to  the  position,   that  whether   an 
agreement  of  this  kind  shall  or  shall  not  be  considered 
as  a  lease,   ought  to  depend  on  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  which  must  be  collected  from  the  words  of  die 
agreement,  and  from  collateral  circumstances.     Where 
the  words  are  de  prcesentiy  *  I  demise,'  &c.,  or  an  agree* 
ment,  that  ^  the  party  shall  hold  and  enjoy,'  and  the 
party  is  immediately  put  into  possession,  the  landlord 
shall  not  afterwards  turn  him  out  of  possession,  and  say 
that  it  was  not  a  present  demise ;  for  the  permitting  the 
party  to  enter,  is  strong  evidence  to  shew  that  the  land** 
lord  intended  to  give  a  present  interest     But  where  the 
words  themselves  do  not  necessarily  imply  it,  and  where 
possession  is  not  given,  and  there  is  no  other  act  to 
manifest  such  intention,  then  it  is  merely  an  executory 
contract.     Now,  here  the  words  themselves  import  an 
exetjutory  agreement ;  for  the  words  *  shall  enjoy '  are' 
followed  by  *  1  engage  to  give  him  a  lease,*  and  *  X  will 
purchase  land,  &c.,  to  be  added  to  the  rest/  &c.     And 
the  smallness  of  the  quantity  of  land  to  be  purchased 
and  added  to  the  rest  cannot  vary  the  case ;  because  the 
whole  depends,  not  on  what  was  granted  at  the  time 
but  on  what  was  to  be  granted  afterwards.     Besides,  the 

rent 
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rent  is  agreed  upon  at  all  events,  and  if  this  were  con^ 
sdrued  to  be  a  lease,  the  landlord  would  have  a  right  to 
distrain  for  the  whole  rent,  although  the  addition  were 
not  afterwards  made  by  the  purchase,  and  the  only 
remedy  left  to  the  tenant  would  be  by  an  action  at  law 
or  a  bill  in  equity."  In  Poole  v.  Bentleyy  there  was  no- 
thing to  be  added  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  subsequently 
to  the  agreement,  as  in  Roey.  Ashbunier.  I  think  a 
court  of  equity  would  not,  as  the  counsel  for  the  defen- 
dant has  contended,  although  there  be  an  actual  demise^ 
not  under  seal,  refuse  to  order  a  more  formal  conveyance. 
But  the  rule  in  Poole  v.  Bentley  and  Barry  v.  Ntdgent  (a) 
ought  to  be  followed  here.  As  to  the  second  point, 
parties  have  been  repeatedly  held  liable  in  actions  for 
use  and  occupation,  although  there  has  not  been  an  actual 
occupation  for  the  whole  of  the  time  in  respect  of  which 
the  actions  have  been  brought. 

Rule  refused. 

(a)  5  T.R.  165.  ft. 


Saunders  v.  Mills. 


Nov.  lOm 


T  IBEL.     At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Middlesex  ».  A  rtate- 

sittings  after  Trinity  term,  the  Defendant,  the  editor  newsDaoer  of 
of  a  newspaper,  admitted  the  publication  of  the  matter  the  circum- 

complained  of,  which  was  as  follows  :  —  "  Extraordinary  •^*"*^  f"^  * 

.  .        cause  tned  in 

charge  of  poaching.  At  the  Gloticester  assizes  an  action  a  court  of  jut- 
was  brought  by  Lord  De  Clifford  against  Mr.  Saunders^  ^^>  K"^^"*  ■» 

from  the 

mouth  of  coanselt  instead  oF  being  accompanied  or  corrected  by  the  evidence,  b  not 
•Dch  a  report  of  the  proceedings  of  a  court  of  justice,  as  a  newspaper  is  privileged  to 
piibJish. 

2.  In  mitigation  of  damages,  the  Defendant  was  allowed  under  the  general  issoe 
to  shew  that  he  copied  this  statement  from  another  newspaper^  but  was  not  allowed 
to  shew  that  it  had  appeafed  concurrently  in  several  other  newspapers. 

an 
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an  attorney  of  Bristol^  and  two  other  persons,  undei^ 
these  extraordinary  circumstances,  as  stated  by  tli^ 
counsel  for  the  prosecution.  The  Defendant  had  taken 
a  cottage  on  the  border  of  Lord  De  ClfffbrcTs  preserres, 
where  he  kept  a  regular  poaching  establishment.  Fair 
sporting  was  out  of  the  question,  for  it  appeared  that  the 
Defendant  used  to  turn  out  his  dogs  in  the  night,  when 
they  did  much  mischief  on  the  neighbouring  estate.  In 
consequence  of  this  Lord  De  Clifford  gare  orders,  thai 
all  dogs  caught  on  his  manors  should  be  brought  into 
the  kennel,  and  there  kept  till  they  were  claimed.  It 
happened  that  a  greyhound  of  the  Defendant's  was 
found  in  one  of  Lord  Z>f  CliffbrdCs  fields,  and  was  taken 
to  the  kennel  to  wait  its  being  claimed  by  the  owner^  as 
it  was  not  certainly  known  to  be  a  dog  of  the  Defend^ 
ant's.  Instead  of  writing  to  Lord  De  Cliffbrd  to  have 
the  dog  delivered  up,  the  Defendant  went  with  two 
other  persons,  on  the  22d  of  October ^  and  having  broken 
open  the  door  of  Lord  De  Clifford's  dog-kennel,  he 
rescued  the  dog.  X^^se  parties  came  the  next  day  to 
dig  up  the  body  of  a  dead  dog.  Mr.  Saunders  had  a 
horse  pistol,  and  then  insulted  Lord  De  Clifford's 
servant;  and  Mr.  Saunders  challenged  one  of  the  keepers 
to  fight.  The  actual  injury  to  the  kennel  door  was 
not  much,  but  damages  were  sought  to  be  recovered, 
which  would  teach  the  Defendant  to  behave  more 
correctly  for  the  future.  The  defence  was,  that  the 
Defendant  had  done  no  more  than  was  necessary  for 
the  recovery  of  his  dog,  and  that  another  dc^  of  bis 
having  been  shot  by  one  of  Lord  De  Clifford's  keepers^ 
and  buried,  they  merely  went  on  the  second  dtsf  to  dig 
up  the  body  of  that  dog,  and  bring  it  away.  Mr.  Justice 
Park  said,  that  the  amount  of  damages  was  not  neces** 
sarily  limited  to  the  actual  damage  done  to  the  door  of 
the  dc^kennel ;  but  still  he  thought  the  jury  should 
give  just  such  damages  as  would  not  be  very  injurions 

to 
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'to  the  Defendant's  pockety  but  yet  such  as  might  have  1829. 
the  effect  of  making  him  mend  his  ways,  and  behave 
with  more  propriety  in  future.  Verdict  for  the  Plaintiff^' 
damages  50/.  Mr.  Justice  Parky  —  I  shall  certify  for  the 
special  jury.  If  the  Defendant  dbmisses  his  game^ 
keepers,  he  will  soon  pay  up  the  damages." 

He  then  proved  that  it  was  copied  in  substance  from 
4e  Observer  neswspaper,  and  proposed  to  give  evi- 
dence that  many  other  journals  had  published  the  same 
statement.  This  evidence  the  learned  Chief  Justice 
rqected. 

The  plaintiff  in  reply,  put  in  a  letter  written  by  the 
Defendant  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  answer  to  an  application 
from  the  latter  for  an  explanation  of  the  first  statement, 
which  contained  an  explanation,  but  in  language  which 
(as  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff)  con- 
veyed a  sneer  also. 

The  *  jury  gave  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  with  50/. 
damages. 

Ludkno  Seijt  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  these  grounds, 
1st,  The  publication  appearing  on  the  face  of  it  to  be  a 
Teport  of  a  trial  in  a  court  of  justice,  was  primd  facie  a 
privil^;ed  publication,  and  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have 
given  some  evidence  of  malice,  instead  of  relying  on  the 
naked  fact  of  publication.  Cuiry  v.  Walter-  (a)  has  estar 
folished  the  lawfulness  of  such  reports ;  and  in  jB.  v. 
Wright  (6),  Lawrence  J.  said,  ^^  It  has  been  said  that  the 
publication  of  the  proceedings  of  courts  of  justice,  when 
reflecting  on  the  character  of  an  individual,  is  a  libel ; 
to  support  which  position,  the  case  of  Waterfield  v.  The 
Bishop  qf  Chichester^  has  been  cited ;  but  on  examining 
that  case,  it  appears  that  the  charge  there  was,  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  not  published  a  true  account :  therefore  I 

(«)  tB.f!fP.   S3.  (*)  8  r.  R,  »93. 
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1889.  <Io  not  think  that  case  ^establishes  the  propositioOt  to 
support  which  it  was  cited ;  and  I  am  not  aware  of  any 
authori^  that  does  support  it  The  proceedings  of 
courts  of  justice  are  daily  published,  some  of  whidt 
Jiigbly  reflect  on  individuals;  but  I  do  not  know  tbat 
an  information  was  ever  granted  against  the  publishera 
of  them.  Many  of  these  proceedings  contain  no  point 
.of  law,  and  are  not  published  under  the  authority  et 
sanction  of  the  Cou;rt,  but  they  are  printed  for  the  inr 
formation  of  the  public" 

The  courts  of  justice  are  open  to  all  who  are  able  to' 
/  attend,  and  it  can  scarcely  be  unlawful  for  a  man  to 

read  that  which  it  would  be  lawful  for  him  to  hear. 
Reports  of  what  passes  in  those  Courts,  afford  the 
most  instructive  moral  lessons  to  the  people,  and  il 
would  be  inexpedient  in  any  way  to  impede  the  circus 
lation  of  them. 

'  The  result  of  all  the  decisions,  as  it  may  be 
collected  from  Bromage  v.  Prosser  (a),  is,  that  where 
matter  published  is  on  the  face  of  it  libellous  without 
excuse,  the  Defendant  must  either  shew  its  truth,-  or 
otherwise  make  out  his  own  justification;  but  where  it 
appears  to  be  a,  privileged  communication,  or  a  pul>* 
lication  of  what  has  passed  in  a  court  of  justice,  the 
Plaintiff  must  shew  its  untruth,  and  the  motive  of  the 
publisher. 

The  defendant  here  has  cautiously  qualified  his 
statement,  and  divested  it  of  its  $ting,  by  giving  it  only 
as  the  speech  of  counsel. 

2dly,  Evidence  ought  to  have  been  admitted  that  the 
same  statement  was  made  in  other  journals,  not  by 
way  of  justificatioh,  but  in  mitigation  of  damages.  In 
Lord  Leicestet*  v.  Walter  (h)^  the  defendant  was  allowed 
to  prove   under  the  general    issue,   in   mitigation   of 

« 
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damages,  that  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  pubh'cadon 
of  the  libel,  the  Plaintiff  was  generally  suspected  to  be 
goilty  of  the  crime  thereby  imputed  to  him,  and  that  on 
aooonnt  of  this  suspicion,  his  character  had  not  been 
lowered  by  the  libel.     So,  in  ■  v.  Moor  (a),  in  an 

action  of  slander,  for  imputing  to  plaintiff  a  specific 
dharge  of  unnatural  practices,  the  declaration  containing 
the  nsual  allegations  of  good  feme,  &c.  the  defendant 
was  allowed  upon  cross-examination  to  ask  the  plaintiff^s 
witness  whether  he  had  not  heard  in  the  neighbourhood 
rqxirts  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  guilty  of  such  prac- 
tices. In  Wt/att  V.  Gore  (i),  it  was  holden,  that  in  an 
action  on  a  libel,  to  which  the  general  issue  was  pleaded, 
and  there  was  no  justification,  the  defendant  might  give 
in  evidence,  in  mitigation  of  damages,  not  only  that  there 
were  rumours  and  reports  (of  the  same  tenour  as  the 
libel)  previously  current,  but  that  the  substance  of  the 
libellous  matters  had  been  published  in  a  newspaper. 

Sdly",  The  damages  were,  at  all  events,  excessive,  the 
Defendant  having  guarded  his  narrative,  by  giving  it  as 
the  statement  of  counsel,  and  having  reprinted  it  from 
another  journal  as  part  of  the  current  news  of  the 
day. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  for  a 
new  trial  ought  not  to  be  granted.  The  learned  Ser- 
jeant has  put  his  motion  on  three  distinct  grounds.  The 
first  is,  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  go  far  enough  in  his 
evidence,  and  ought  to  have  proved  that  the  publication 
was  an  incorrect  report  of  what  had  occurred,  or  that 
the  defendant  had  been  influenced  by  express  malice  in 
making  the  publication ;  secondly,  that  evidence  in  mi- 
tigation of  damages  was  improperly  rejected;  and, 
thirdly,  that  the  damages  were  excessive.     With  respect 
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to  the  fijrst,  that  which  I  am  about  tp  my  will  npt  in- 
terfere with  the  generally  received  doctrine,  that  new3- 
papers  and  other  publications  which  narrate  what  pa$$es 
in  courts  qf  justice  are,  to  a  certain, extent,  privili^d. 
No  one  can  read  their  accounts  of  judici^  proceedings 
without  being  sensible,  that,  on  several  pccasiops,  they 
do,  to  a  great  extent,  serve  the  capSe  pf  ppblic  justice. 
They  ought,  therefore,  to  be  privileged;  l^ut  .th^ir  pri- 
vilege must  be  restrained  to  occasions  ip  which  they 
.publish  fairly  what  passes  in  the  court.  Now  it  is  im- 
possible to  read  the  report  in  this  cause  without  seeing 
that  the  publication  is  ex  parley  and  is  not  a  fair  and 
candid  publication  of  what  took  place  in  the  court  lyt 
Gloucester.  The  report  itself  begins  by  professing  to 
give  an  account  of  the  action,  as  arising  under  f^  these 
circumstances,  as  stated  by  the  counsel  for  the  prosecu- 
tion." It  therefore  does  not  even  profess  to  be  an  f^ccount 
taken  froip  the  evidence  given  at  the  trial,  nor  even  to 
be  an  account  taken  from  counsel's  statement  but  after- 
wards corrected  by  the  evidence  given  in  the  cause. 
Every  body  knows  that  the  statement  of  a  counsel  J3 
ea:  parte,  and  that  he  is  often  instructed  to  make  alle- 
gations which  it  is  afterwards  impossible  to  support  i^ 
proof.  Would  it  be  either  sate  or  proper,  that  after  a 
cause  has  been  tried,  a  statement,  which  the  evidence 
has  not  at  all  supported,  should  be  published  in  a  new&i- 
paper;  and  then  merely  because  that  statement  had 
been  made  by  a  counsel,  it  should  be  held  to  be  pri- 
vileged? Ought  such  a  puUication  to  be  considered  a 
fair  report  of  what  had  passed  in  court,  although  the 
evidence  afterwards  given  might  not  only  not  support, 
but  might  even  to  some  extent  contradict  it?  Ought 
such  a  publication  to  be  privileged?  I  conceive  not; 
and  I  think  that  such  will  not  be  held  to  be  the  law 
of  the  land.  On  the  face  of  this  report,  it  is  not 
a  fair  account  of  the  trial.     It  begins  by  saying  that  it 
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is  a  teport  of  the  statement  of  counsel^  and  it  then 
goes  on  to  say,  that  the  defendant  took  a  cottage  in 
the  neighbourhood  of  Lord  De  CliffbrtPs  preserves^ 
where  he  kept  up  a  regular  poaching  establishment. 
No  man  can  believe  that  this  is  the  language  of  any 
witness — it  can  only  be  the  language  of  counsel  in 
aggravation  of  the  case  he  is  called  on  to  support  on 
the  part  of  his  client.  The  account  says  feir  sport- 
ing was  out  of  the  question,  for  the  defendant  was  in 
die  habit  of  turning  out  his  dogs  at  night,  when, 
as  it  appeared,  they  did  much  mischief  to  the  neigh- 
bouring estates.  In  that  part  of  the  report  it  evidently 
changes  its  character,  and  goes  into  the  evidence,  for  it 
was  only  in  the  evidence  that  this  circumstance  could  have 
^  appeared."  The  Defendant  has,  besides,  mixed  up 
with  the  general  allegations  of  the  counsel  for  the  then 
Plaintiff,  a  statement  of  the  consequences ;  for  he  goes 
on  to  say,  that  in  consequence  of  these  things,  Lord 
De  Clifford  ordered  all  the  dogs  found  on  his  manor 
to  be  taken  to  his  kennel  and  kept  there  till  claimed. 
So  fer  this  report  is  of  a  statement  made  on  the  part  of 
the  Plaintiff  at  that  trial.  We  come  now  to  the  report 
of  the  defence:  and  it  would  be  thought,  that  if  this 
pretended  to  be  a  fair  report,  the  defence  would  be 
•eC  out  with  at  least  the  same  degree  of  exactness 
•nd  accuracy.  This  certainly  would  have  been  done 
m  a  fair  account  of  the  transaction.  Instead  of  this, 
there  is  only  a  dry  observation  or  two  of  counsel, 
and  then  comes  the  charge  of  the  learned  Judge;  and 
b  giving  that,  the  Defendant  has  singled  out  more 
particularly  that  which  bears  unfavourably  on  the  con- 
duct of  the  present  Plaintiff.  I  ask  again,  whether  any 
one  can  say  that  this  is  a  fair  account  of  the  proceeding? 
and  that  question  I  put  to  the  jury,  when  I  left  it  to 
them  to  say  whether,  on  the  face  of  this  account,  it  was 
or  was  not  fairly  given  ?     Without  at  all  breaking  in 
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1829.  upon  the  supposed  principle  or  right  possessed  by  the 
editors  of  newspapers  of  communicating  to  the  public 
the  proceedings  in  courts  of  justice,  I  did  not  think,  nor 
did  the  jury  believe,  that  the  account  in  this  case  was 
fairly  given,  or  even  imported  to  be  so.  This  disposes 
of  the  first  ground  of  the  motion.  The  second  is  as 
to  the  rejection  of  the  evidence  of  publication  in  other 
newspapers.  It  appeared  to  me,  that  as  there  was  no 
justification  or  excuse  upon  the  record,  I  had  gone  to 
the  full  length  in  allowing  The  Observer^  from  whidi  the 
libel  had  been  copied,  to  be  put  in  evidence.  That 
evidence  might  weigh  with  the  jury,  as  shewing  there 
was  less  of  malice  than  if  the  Defendant  had  been  the 
original  composer  of  this  libel,  and  so  far  he  had  Ae 
benefit  of  it ;  but  I  think  I  was  justified  in  declining  to  re- 
ceive evidence  of  a  similar  publication  having  been  made 
in  other  newspapers.  As  to  the  question  of  damages, 
that  is  one  which  at  all  times  it  is  the  peculiar  province 
of  a  Jury  to  determine;  and  it  is  only  when  tlie  damages 
are  excessive  and  exorbitant  to  all  common  understand* 
iugs  that  the  courts  feel  themselves  called  on  to  interfere. 
Evidence  was  given  of  the  apology  which  the  Defendant 
offered  to  insert;  and,  probably,  the  jury  might  think 
that  the  nature  of  the  apology  was  such  as  to  add  a 
degree  of  bitterness  to  the  original  libel.  I  see  no 
reason,  under  all  these  circumstances,  to  object  to  the 
amount  of  the  damages. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  has  been 
admitted  that  the  statement  complained  of  imports  a 
libel  on  the  Plaintiff.  It  charges  him  with  having 
kept  a  poaching  establishment,  in  which  fair  sporting 
was  out  of  the  question,  for  that  he  used  to  turn  out 
his  dogs  in  the  night,  when  they  did  much  mischief  on 
the  neighbouring  estates.  But  it  has  been  contended 
that  this  was  a  report  of  what  passed  in  a  court  of 
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justice,  and  tliat  such  a  report  cannot  be  treated  as  a  1829. 
libd.  All  the  cases,  however,  decide,  that  in  order  to 
exempt  the  publisher  of  such  a  report  from  the  con- 
sequences attached  to  publishing  a  libel,  it  must  be  a 
fidr  report  of  what  passed.  In  Siile  v*  Nokes  (a), 
where  the  defendant  published  a  highly-coloured  ac- 
count of  judicial  proceedings,  mixed  with  the  party's 
own  observations  and  conclusions  upon  what  passed  in 
Court,  which  contained  an  insinuation  that  the  plaintiff 
had  committed  peijury,  Lord  EUenborough  held  that 
such  a  publication  could  not  be  justified;  and  said, 
*'  The  account  of  the  proceedings  in  Court  is  so  inter- 
woven with  the  comments,  that  we  cannot  with  certainty 
separate  them  throughout,  although  we  can  see  pliunly. 
enough  that  certain  parts  are  an  overcharged  account 
of  the  judicial  proceedkigs.  The  Court  cannot  decom- 
pose this  mass :  but  the  party  who  requires  the  separ- 
ation to  be  made  for  his  own  defence,  ought  to  have 
taken  upon  himself  the  burden  of  doing  it,  in  order 
that  the  Court  might  see  with  certainty  what  parts  he 
meant  to  justify.  I  should  have  great  difficulty  in  say- 
ing what  parts  purport  to  contain  an  account  of  the 
trial,  and  what  parts  are  libellous.  If  they  cannot  be 
separated  by  the  industry  of  the  pleader,  how  can  they 
be  so  by  general  reference?  If  they  can  be  so  separated, 
they  ought  to  have  been.''  In  the  present  case,  it  is  very 
likely  that  the  counsel  said  all  that  has  been  repeated  by 
the  present  Defendant,  and  even  that  I  might  have  adopted 
some  of  his  expressions  with  regard  to  the  conduct  of 
the  Plaintiff;  but  not  one  of  the  witnesses  said  that  he 
kept  a  poaching  establishment,  nor  was  there  any  proof 
that  such  was  tlie  case^  But  I  cannot  accede  to  the 
position,  that  a  party  is  excused  for  publishing  every 
IMX)ceeding  in  a  court  of  justice,  even  though  he  publish 
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1SS9.  it  fairly  and  with  truth.  In  K  v.  Creeoy{a\  a  member < 
of  parliament  who  published  in  a  newspaper  the  report 
of  a  speech  delivered  by  him  in  the  House  of  Goromoms 
was  held  responsible  for  libellous  matter  contained  m 
it,  although  the  publication  was  a  correct  report  of  the. 
speech,  and  was  made  in  consequence  of  an  incorrect 
publication  having  appeared  in  that  and  other  papers* 
In  R,  y*  Mary  Carlile{b)j  the  report  of<  a  trial  wbich- 
the  defendant  had  published  was  true,  but  .^Mo^^  C.  J« 
said,  ^^  There  can  be  no  doubt  in  the  mind  >  of  the. 
Court,  or  of  any  person  acquainted  with  the  law  of  the 
country,  that  if,  in  the  course  of  a  trials  it  becomes 
necessary,  for  the  purposes  of  justice,  that  matters  of« 
defamatory  nature  should  be  publicly  read^  it  does  nol^ 
therefore,  follow,  that  it  is  competent  to  any  person, 
under  the  pretence  of- publishing  that  trial,  to  reutter> 
that  defamatory  matter/*  And  -  BayUy  J.  said,  '*  We 
are  bound,  for  the  purposes  of  justice,  to  hear  evidence- 
in  the  course  of  judicial  proceedings,  the  puUicatien^ 
which,  at  apy  distant  period  of  time,  or  at  any  time  aftci^ 
wards,  may  have  the  effect  of  an  utter  subversion  of  ^  the* 
morals  and  religion  of  the  people*  The  first  time- 1 
had  occasion  to  consider  the  suliject,  was  in  the  case  of 
some  trials  for  adultery.  It  very  often  happens,  thatv 
for  the  purposes  of  justice,  our  ears  may  be  shocked 
with  extremely  ofiensive  and  indelicate  evidence.  Bat, 
though  we  are  bound,  in  a  court  of  justice,  to  hear  it, 
other  persons  are  not  at  liberty,  afterwards,  to  circulate 
it,  at  the  risk  of  those  efi^ts,  which,  in  the  minds  of  the 
young  and  unwary,  such  evidence  may  be  calculated  to 
produce." 

The  present,  however,  is  manifestly  not  a  fair  report 
of -what  passed  at  the  trial  in  question. 

I  think,  also,  that  there  is  no  ground  for  granting  a 

rule 
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role  on  account  of  the  evidence  which  the  learned  Chief 
Justice  rejected.  Whether  evidence  as  t6'  the  Plain- 
tiff's general  character  ought  to  be  admitted  in  an 
action  for  a  libel,  on  the  general  issue,  ill  midgation  of 
dami^^es,  has  long  been  vexata  qtiestio.  In  Jones  y. 
Steoens  (a),  there  is  a  luminous  exposition  of  the  whole 
law  on  the  subject  by  Wood  B.,  and  he  strongly  protests 
against  the  admission  of  such  evidence.  But  what  was 
r^ected  in  the  present  cause  was  properly  rejected,  since,  * 
if  admitted,  it  could  not  have  operated  as  atiy  extehii- 
alion  of  the  Defendant's  condnct. 

BuRBOUGH  J.  This  was  a  libel  oil  the  face  of  it,' 
altlibugh  professing  to  be  a  report  of  what  j^s^  in  a 
court  of  justice,  for  the  Defendant  does  not  profess  to 
state  facts  as  deposed  to  by  witbe^es,  but  the  mere 
(pinion  of  the  counsel  who  opened  the  caui^e. 

As  to  the  rejectioh  of  evidence  of  publications  by' 
oAers  to  the  same  effect,  I  have  no  idea  that  such  a 
&et  wotild  bave  any  weight  at  all.     It  is  of  no  avail  for' 
the  Defendant  to  say  that  others  have  done  wrong  asT' 
well  as  himself.     Tne  evidence  was  properly  rejected. 

GaseIee  J.  The  only  point  on  which  I  have  enter- 
tained any  doubt,  is,  Whether  evidence  ought  t6  haVe' 
beM  admitted  that  reports  to  the  same  effect  were  con- 
tained in  other  publications:  but,  beyond  the  report 
which  was  admitted,  the  Defendant  was  not  shewn  to 
have  acted  on  any  knowledge  of  such  publications,  and, 
therefore,  I  do  not  entertain  sufficient  doubt  to  desire 
any  alteration  in  the  judgment  which  has  been  pro- 
nounced by  my  Lord  Chief  Justice.  Whether  a  De- 
fendant, in  a  libel  cause,  may  be  permitted  under  the 
general  issue  to  give  evidence  of  matters  of  excuse,  in 

(a)   II  Price,  %2S. 
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mitigation  of  damages,  or  is  bound  to  plead  such  mat- 
ters, sieems  stiU  to  be  vexata  questio ;  but  the  Defendant 
here  has  neither  pleaded,  nor  offered  to  prove  any  thing 
that  could  operate  as  an  excuse.  In  Waithman  ▼• 
Weaver  and  Others  (a), — which  was  an  action  brought  by 
the  Plaintiff  against  the  Defendants,  who  were  the  pro- 
prietors and  printers  of  the  John  Bull  newspaper,  for  a 
libel  attributing  to  the  Plaintiff,  amongst  other  things, 
the  fact  of  having  bought  from  a  man  of  suspicious  cha* 
racter  two  shawls,  for  a  small  sum  of  money,  which  he 
had  himself  sold  to  another  person  at  a  much  higher 
price  on  the  preceding  day,  —  when  the  Plaintiff's  case 
was  closed,  and  the  Defendant's  counsel  had  addressed 
the  jury,  they  proposed  to  call  witnesses  to  prove  that 
the  libel  in  this  respect  was  no  more  than  a  repetition 
of  rumours  which  were  prevalent  at  the  time  of  the  facts 
imputed  to  the  Plaintiff  therein,  in  order  to  diminbh  the 
damages,  in  case  the  jury  should  find  a  verdict  for  the 
Plaintiff  on  the  general  issue,  by  removing  the  impressicm 
of  malicious  invention  in  the  account  complained  of^ 
and  quoted  several  authorities  to  shew  that  they  were 
entitled  to  give  such  evidence ;  but  Abbott  C.  J.  objected 
to  admit  evidence  of  the  existence  of  such  injurious 
r!q)orts,  said  to  be  in  circulation  to  the  prejudice  of  the 
Flamtiff 

Rule  refused. 


(«)  II  Price^  ti7«  in  note. 
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Hayllar  V.  Ellis.  Nov.h. 

TN  this  cause  an  arbitrator  had  to  decide  on  certain  Where  a 

specific  claims  which  the  Plaintiff  made  against  the'  ^^j^  ^^ 
Defendant,   and   the  Defendant  against  the   Plaintiff,  against  a  de- 
He  made  an  award  in  favour  of  the  Defendant,  and  ^"^5'  ^ 

^  the  derendaot 
found  generally  that  the  Plaintiff  ^^  had  no  cause  of  niakes  others 

acdon/'  against  the 

plaintiff,  if.  an 
arbitrator,  to 
Toddy  Seijt  moved  to  set  aside  the  award,  as  not  whom  the 

•      

soflBciently  certain.      He   contended  it  could  not  be  ^"**,"  "^ 
.  lerred,  finds 

pleaded  in  bar  if  the  Plaintiff  were  again  to  sue  the  that  the  plain- 
Defendant  on  any  of  the  distinct  causes  of  action  sub-  tiff  bad  no 
mitted  to  the  consideration  of  the  arbitrator,  as  it  would  i^i^  award  'u!^ 
Dot  with  certainty  appear  which  of  them  had  been  de- .  in  that  respr ct 

ddedon.     But  at  least,  suffi- 

aently  certain* 

The  Court  held  it  sufficient,  and 

Taddy  took  nothing. 

Tmdal  C.  J.  was  absent  at  Chambers. 


2^6^  CAldEST  m'  MIOHAEIiMAS  TERM 


Nru.  z u  M ADDISON  V.  NuTTALL. 


Anandeit'  Tr\EBT  f(nr  tithes'  of  bay,  in  the  parish  of  fVesi 
^Jjj^l^'  Mmektony  Sonierset.  The  Defendant  pleaded  an 
paynteiit^  ancient  moduSf  or  customary  payment,  whereof  iht* 
^Vj^^*'  rik^mory  of  man  runneth  not  to  the  contrary,  of  2rf. 
modotk'tigiM^  <  '^  every  acre  of  meadow  lahd  lying  in  the  higher*  side 
by  the'feoior*    of  tlie  parish,  where  it  was  averred  the  Defendant's  land 

l^iw  ifJetli^'  '^y*  *"^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  meadow  land.  The  Plainti£F 
deiice«galMt>    traversed  the  existence  of  the  modus. 

*  «>c«»*inr        At  the  trial  before  Tinial  C  J.,  Bridgwater  Summer 

rector'ii  «!!' ' 

w^Kd^fktmhf    arizes  1829,  the  Defendant  offered  in  evidence,  among: 

hispi«4«eH-     other  matters 'in  support  of  the  modus,  the  following 
found  iffiM^    dkKJument,  which  was  found  among  the  title-deeds  of  an 
t]ie»titte' deeds*  extensive  Undowner  in  the  parish :  — 
of^4and^  cc  ^  note  of  all  such  tenthes  and  tithes  as  have  bene* 

parish,  and  usuallye  and  accustomablye  paied  within  the  parishe  of 
not  in  the  j^est  Monckioriy  and  countie  afdi^esaid,  and  manner  of 
eistn^  the  payment  thereof  tyme  out  of  minde,  and  noe  other, 

nor  otherwise  than  as  followelh  ;  videlicet^ 

Imprimis^  at  Ester^  before  takinge  of  the  communion, 
the  communicants  ought  to  come  to  the  churche,  and 
there  with  the  parson  are  to  make  their  Ester  boocke, 
and  are  to  shew  him  what  groundes  they  lett  or  sett. 
Item^  for  a  garden  vsed  to  be  paied  Id. 
Item^  for  each  communicant  paied  1^. 
Item^  in  the  higher  side  of  the  saied  parishe  payde 
for  every  tithable  acre  of  meadow  ije/." 

(There  was  a  great  variety  of  other  items,  some  of 
which  were  alleged  by  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  to  be 
rank  moduses,  and  the  document  concluded  as  fol- 
lows :  — ) 

^^  Item,  the  parson  is  to  keepe  a  bull  and  a  bore  for 

the 


gittry. 


V- 
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tbe  parishe,  or  miiste  allowe  them  what  they  paye  ta       1829. 
other   men    for    bis    defaulte  in    either   kinde  in    y^ 
behalfe. 

**  Tbe  abouesayde  tenth's  tytbes  and  no  other,  and  NinrMJU 
manner  of  paymente  as  abousayde  and  not  otherwise^ 
bave  htxie  eu^  vsuailye  payde,  as  it  appeares  by  a  cer^ 
tayne  role  bearing  date  tbe  22  daye  of  August^  in  tbe 
jeteoi  our  Lord  God  1619,  keept  in  the  parish  chesty 
sobacribed  vnto  by  fower  seoerall  men  who  were  proctere 
sand  ■  gatherers  df  the  tithes  and  tenthes  a»  abouesaid 
at  seuerall  tymes  for  certaine  yeres  together,  besides 
diusse  other  of  the  most  able  and  sufficient  men  of  the 
same  parishe. 

«  lia  est  W.  Kingelakev  {PMlipusJffry  red.) 

^^  Philip  Mathexv,  als«  procter, 

"  The  marke  of  X  John  Prince^ 

WiUiam  Rcyer* 
"  Humf*  Quickej 
^'Edm.  Janet 
^  Thomas  Stevens. 

"  Henry  H,  Crosse^ 

"  John  Hartj 

«  Thomas  T  L.  Uphamr 

A  terrier,  signed  by  Philip  Fry^  but  relating  chiefly  to 
die  parsonage  house  and  glebe,  having  been  put  in  from 
tbe  bishop's  registry,  in  which  terrier  there  was  no  men- 
tion of  this  modus  for  hay;  it  was  objected  that  the 
document  offered  by  the  Defendant,  purported  to  be  a 
terrier,  and  ought  not  to  be  received,  because  it  did  not 
come  from  the  proper  custody ;  —  the  bishop's  registry, 
or  the  parish-chest.  But  Philip  Fry  having  been 
proved  to  bave  been  rector  of  the  parish  from  1587  to 
1642,  and  his  handwriting  having  been  also  proved  by 
a  comparison  witb  entries  madev  by  him  in  the  parish- 
books,   and  with   his  signature   to  documents  in   the 

bishop's 
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1829. 


MADDiaoir 

NUTTAIX. 


bishop's  registry,  the  Chief  Justice  received  the  abo^e 
document  in  evidence,  not  as  a  terrier,  but  as  an  ad- 
mission made  by  the  rector  for  the  time  being. 

It  appeared  that  the  boundary  between  the  bigh^ 
and  lower  division  of  the  parish  was  not  very  accurately 
known )  had  occasionally  been  varied  by  the  removal  xd^ 
fences  and  otherwise;  and  that  the  field  from  which  tbe. 
Plaintiff  claimed  tithes  in  the  present  action,  had  once 
been  ploughed,  but  was  soon  laid  down  to  grass  again. 
It  was  clearly,  however,  within  the  higher  division,  as 
alleged  in  the  plea. 

A  verdict  having  been  given  for  the  Defendant, 


Mereaxther  Seijt.  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 
ground  that  the  document  found  in  the  custody  of  tbe 
landowner  ought  not  to  have  been  received  in  evidence} 
even  as  the  admission  of  a  preceding  rector,  when  there 
was  a  regular  document  of  the  same  kind,  the  terrier 
from  the  bishop's  registry,  containing  no  mention  of  the 
modus;  Atkins  v.  Hatt(m{a);  that  the  document  itsdf 
was  not  entitled  to  any  credit,  alleging  as  it  did  un- 
certain and  rank  moduses;  and  that  no  modus  for  a 
division  of  the  parish  could  be  certain,  unless  that 
division  were  accurately  ascertained.  He  objected  also, 
that  a  modus,  being  pleaded  from  time  immemorial, 
could  apply  only  to  ancient  meadow ;  that  no  evi- 
dence had  been  offered  to  shew  that  the  land,  the  tithes 
of  which  were  in  question,  was  ancient  meadow,  and  at 
all  events,  that  it  ceased  to  be  such  when  it  had  been 
once  ploughed.  (&) 


TiNDAL  C.  J.     The  document  objected  to  was  evt* 
dence  for  the  jury,   valeat  quantum.     It  was  a  very 


{a)  3  G*u)UL  1406.  a  Anst,z^6. 

{b)  But  see  Bubap  v.  Cbiebti^ 

4firt   Gwill  1393.  that  a  para^ 


cbial  modus  may  extend  to  lands 
inclosed  within  time  of  memoryi 
aliter  as  to  zfarm  modus* 

ancient 
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ancient  document,  signed  by  the  rector,  and  headed 
"  Notification  of  the  tithes  of  the  parish."  Though  it 
did  not  come  out  of  the  proper  repository  for  a  terrier, 
it  must  have  been  evidence  against  the  rector  who 
signed  it,  during  his  incumbency ;  and  if  so,  it  is  not 
easy  to  see  why  it  should  not  be  evidence  against  a  suc- 
cessor as  the  admission  of  one  of  his  predecessors.  It 
was  not  of  so  much  weight  as  a  regular  terrier,  but  still 
was  some  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury  With  respect  to 
the  boundary  of  the  divisions  of  the  parish,  the  jury 
had  to  consider  a  great  mass  of  discordant  evidence,  but 
it  was  admitted  that  the  field  in  question  was  within  the 
division  subject  to  the  modus,  and  if  an  occasional 
alteration  of  fences  were  sufficient  to  destroy  a  modus, 
the  end  might  frequently  be  attained  by  trick  and 
management. 

The  circumstance  that  the  field  had  once  been 
ploughed,  would  not  alter  the  right  when  it  became 
meadow  again.  There  is  no  ground  for  granting  the 
rule  which  has  been  prayed. 


1829. 


Madoison 

V. 
NUTTALU 


Park  J.  The  whole  of  the  objection  to  the  evidence 
which  has  been  received,  rests  on  the  assumption,  that 
the  document  in  question  was  not  a  terrier.  But  it  was 
not  received  as  such.  A  terrier  ought  to  come  from  the 
bishop's  registry,  and  then  it  is  unnecessary  to  prove 
the  rector's  handwriting.  In  the  present  case  his.  hand- 
writing was  proved,  and  the  instrument  was  received 
only  as  the  statement  of  an  interested  person  against 
himsolf.  Suppose  he  had  given  a  receipt  for  the  modus : 
would  not  that  have  been  evidence  against  a  successor? 
The  instrument  in  question  was  properly  admitted  upon 
the  same  principle  as  such  a  receipt. 


BuRROUGH  J.  .  The  document  was  clearly  evidence 
as  an  admission  by  a  preceding  rector,  and  the  circum- 
stance 
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18S9. 


MAHDISaK 

tl. 

NUTTAUii. 


CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 

stance  of  a  terrier  from  the  bishop's  registry  being  tdso 
produced  could  not  be  a  ground  for  rejecting  it.  It'^as 
offered  with  a  different  intent,  and  stood  on  a  footing 
different  from  the  terrier.  The  boundary  was  altogether 
a  question  for  the  jury,  and  though  modus  for  meadow 
land  is  no  longer  payable  if  it  be  converted  into  arable^ 
yet  if  it  be  restored  to  meadow  again,  the  modus  stiU 
attaches. 


Gaselee  J.  concurring,  the  rule  was 


Refused. 


(IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER.) 


NOVm 13. 


Edwards  v.  Bennett. 


(In  Error.) 


I.  Anaadttant  n[^HE  declaration  alleged,  that  Plaintiff,  before  and  at 
overseer,  ap-  thg  i\me  of  the  committing  of  the  offence  therein- 

the  50  G.  3.     ^^^  mentioned,   was  an  inhabitant  of  the   parish*  of 

^•12.,  and        Almondsbun/j  in  the  county  of  Gloucester:  that  before 
having,  by  vir- 
tue of  his  office!  the  poor  rate  in  his  custody,  is  liable  to  a  penalty  for  refusing  to  pro- 
duce it  to  an  inhabitant  when  lawfully  demanded,  according  to  the  17  G.  1  r.  3. 

a.  The  declaration  alleged  that  Defendant  was  assistant  overseer ;  that  a  rate 
for  the  relief  of  the  poor  was  nude  and  duly  allowed  ;  and  although  Defendant,  as 
such  assistant  overseer,  had  the  rate  in  his  possession,  and  although  Plaintiff,  at  a  rea- 
sonable time,  demanded  an  inspection  of  it,  and  tendered  i/.,  yet  Defendant  refused 
to  produce  it,  whereby  he  forfeited  ao/. : 

Held,  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment,  that  the  count  was  sufficient ;  for  if  the 
Defendant  had  the  rate  in  his  custody  as  assistant  overseer,  it  might  be  presumed 
that  it  was  his  duty  to  produce  it  when  lavrfiilly  demanded. 

and 


IK  THE  Tbnth  Xpa*  P*  GEO.'iy. 


pn^  at  the  tiiQe,  &c.  ihe  Defendant  was  the  assistant 
overseer  of  that  parish :  and  that,  tl^eretofore,  to  wit,  on, 
&C.  at,  &c.  the  churchwardens  apd  overseers  ma^e  a 
certain  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor,  of  the  said  parist), 
and  which  rate  was  afterwards  and  before,  &c.  allowed 
by,  &c«  and  published  by  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers of  the  poor  of.  Sec;  and  that  afterwards,  and  at  a 
reasonable  time,  to  wit,  &c.  Plaintiff  requested  Der 
fisndant,  as  such  assistant  overseer,  to  permit  him. 
Plaintiff,  to  inspect  the  said  rate,  ^nd  then  and  there 
tendered  to  him  1^.  for  the  same.  And  although  the 
Pefendant  then  and  there  (as  such  assistant  overseer) 
had  the  said  rate  in  his  possession,  yet  he  vfo\xld  not 
permit  the  plaintiff  ,^o  inspf^ct  it,  wh^ri^by  ]^)eftnc|at^ 
forfeited  for  si^h  offence  20/.,  8^c 

In  Michaelmas  term  1828,  the  Court  .pfJE^ng'^  6en<;h 
discharged  ^  riile  for  f^ri;estiQg  .the  judgment,  on  ^be 
ground  that  it  was  not  averred  in  the  dedacatic^n  that 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  Defendant,  as  assistant  overseer, 
to  exhibit  the  rate  to  the  Plfiin^iff  when  requested.  And 
upon  a  writ  of  error  to  this  Court, 


1829. 

^DWABI^ 

V. 
9¥I?NBTT. 


LudUm  Serjt.  argued  for  the  Defendant  below.  The 
declaration  does  not  bring  the  Defendant  below  within 
either  the  words  or  the  meaning  of  the  17  G.  2.  c.  3. 
The  words  are,  ^^  That  the  churchwardens  and  overseers 
of  the  poor,  or  other  persons  authorized  to  take  care  of 
the  poor  in  every  parish,  &c.  shall  permit  all  and  every 
the  inhabitants  of  the  parish,  &c.  to  inspect  every  such 
rate  at  all  reasonable  times/'  &c.  The  words  ^^  other 
persons  authorized  to  take  care  of  the  poor,"  were  pro- 
bably introduced  to  include  persons  mentioned  in  the 
9G.  1.  c.  7.,  which  authorizes  the  farming  out  of  the 
poor,  and  cannot  apply  to  the  present  Plaintiff.  Under 
the  59G.3.  C.12.,  assistant  overseers  are  appointed; 
but  they  are  not  like  deputy  overseers,  they  are  not  the 

repre- 
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Edwards 

V. 
BSNNKTT. 


representatives  of  the  overseers  in  all  their  duties,  but 
only  in  those  for  the  dbcharge  whereof  they  are  specially 
appointed.  The  declaration  should,  therefore,  have 
averred  distinctly  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Defendant 
below,  as  assistant  overseer,  to  produce  the  rate.  The 
right  of  action  is  not  founded  on  the  mere  possession  of 
the  rate  by  the  Defendant  below ;  he  may  have  been 
entrusted  with  it  for  certain  specific  purposes,  excluding 
the  duty  of  exhibiting  it.  The  allegation  that  the  De- 
fendant below  had  the  rate,  without  the  allegation  that  it 
was  his  duty  to  produce  it,  is  therefore  insufficient. 
Max  V.  Roberts  (a)  f  Rex  v.  Everett  (6),  Sutton  v.  John'- 
stone,  (c)  It  makes  no  difference  that  this  motion  comes 
after  verdict,  for  the  Plaintiff  below  was  only  bound  to 
prove  the  facts  alleged  in  the  declaration,  and  it  cannot 
be  presumed  that  any  others  were  proved;  Spires  v. 
Parker  {d) ;  and  therefore,  unless  these  facts  disclose  a 
good  cause  of  action,  judgment  must  be  arrested. 


Campbell  for  the  Plaintiff  below.  The  argument  on 
the  other  side  would  go  to  repeal  the  17  G.  2.  For  the 
rate  may  be  properly  in  the  possession  of  the  assistant 
overseer,  and  if  he  be  unpunishable  for  refusing  to 
produce  it,  and  the  overseer  may  excuse  himself  on  the 
ground  that  the  rate  is  properly  in  the  possession  of  the 
assistant,  the  parishioner  is  without  remedy.  But  an 
assistant  overseer,  appointed  with  all  the  powers  of  an 
overseer,  is  an  overseer  within  the  intent  of  17  G.  2. 
He  is  a  species  under  the  genus  overseer;  and,  afler 
verdict  at  least,  the  allegation  in  this  declaration  is 
sufficient  It  is  alleged  that  he  was  assistant  over- 
seer, and,  as  such,  had  the  rate  in  his  possession.  If 
facts  are  alleged  from  which  the  duty  necessarily  arises, 


(a)   liEajtfZg. 
(6)  8-B.  £5f  C.  X14. 


(c)  I  r.li.493. 
[ii)  I  T.  R.  141. 


the 
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the  Court  will  take  judicial  notice  of  the  duty;  and  it 
could  not  have  been  proved  at  the  trial  that  he  had  the 
rate  as  assistant  overseer,  without  shewing  an  appoint- 
ment pursuant  to  59  G.  S.^  on  which  the  duty  would 
necessarily  appear. 


1829. 


Edwards 
Bennett. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  Two  objections  have  been  made  to 
the  record  in  this  case.  First,  That  an  assistant  over- 
seer is  not  within  the  act  17  G.  2.  r.  31.,  so  as  to  be 
subject  to  the  penalties  imposed  on  overseers  for  non- 
observance  of  their  duty  to  produce  the  parish  rate 
when  properly  required ;  and, 

Secondly,  That  there  is  no  sufficient  allegation  of  its 
being  the  duty  of  the  Defendant  to  produce   his  rate. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  neither  of  the  objections 
is  tenable,  and  that  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

As  to  the  first,  by  the  17  G. 2.  r. SI.  5. 13.,  it  is  enacted, 
"That  if  any  churchwarden  or  overseer  of  the  poor,  or 
other  person  authorised  as  aforesaid  (a),  shall  not  permit 
any  inhabitant  or  parishioner  to  inspect  the  said  rates, 
or  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  give  copies  thereof  as  afore- 
said, such  Churchwarden  or  overseer,  or  other  person 
authorised  as  aforesaid,  ibr  every  such  oiTence,  shall  forfeit 
and  pay  to  the  party  aggrieved  the  sum  of  20/.,  to  be  sued 
for  and  recovered  by  action  of  debt,  bill,  plaint,  or  inform- 
ation, in  any  of  his  majesty's  courts  of  record."  And  it 
has  been  urged,  that  an  assistant  overseer  does  not  fall 
within  any  of  these  descriptions.  It  may  be  said,  in- 
deed, that  he  is  not  an  overseer  or  churchwarden ;  but 
whether  he  be  a  person  authorised  to  have  the  care  of 
the  poor,  must  depend  on  the  nature  of  his  appoint- 
ment. By  the  59  G.  3.  c.  12.  s.  7-,  it  is  enacted,  ^^  That 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  inhabitants  of  any  parish,  in 
vesti'y  assembled,  to  nominate  and  elect  any  discreet 
person  or  persons  to  be  assistant  overseer  or  overseers 

(a)  **  To  take  care  of  the  poor,"  j.  z. 
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of  the  poor  oF  such  parish,  and  to  determine  and  specify 
the  duties  to  be  by  him  or  them  executed  and  performed^ 
and  to  fix  such  yearly  salary  for  the  execution  of  the 
said  ofiice,  as  shall  by  such  inhabitants  in  vestry  be 
thought  fit;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  two  of  his 
majesty's  justices  of  the  peace,  and  they  are  hereby 
empowered,  by  warrant  under  their  hands  and  seals,  to 
appoint  any  person  or  persons  who  shall  be  so  nomi« 
nated  and  elected  to  be  assistant  overseer  or  overseers  of 
the  poor,  for  such  purposes,  and  with  such  salary,  as 
shall  have  been  fixed  by  the  inhabitants  in  vestry/* 

If  by  this  enactment  he  is  a  person  authorised  to  have 
the  care  of  the  poor,  he  comes  within  the  operation  of 
17  G.  2.  And  it  would  be  a  narrow  construction  of 
that  statute,  to  confine  its  operation  to  offices  known  at 
the  time  of  its  enactment,  when  it  contains  general 
words,  comprehensive  enough  to  embrace  an  office 
created  afterwards  for  the  same  purposes. 

But  it  has  been  argued,  that  even  if  he  be  within  the 
operation  of  the  former  statute,  it  does  not  sufficiently 
appear  in  this  record.  Had  the  objection  been  made  on 
demurrer,  it  must  have  prevailed ;  but  there  is  enough 
to  enable  us  to  intend,  after  verdict,  that  he  was  found 
to  be  a  person  liable  to  the  penalties  of  the  act.  The 
declaration  alleges  that  he  was  assistant  overseer.  That 
allegation  could  not  have  made  out  in  proof,  without 
putting  in  the  warrant  by  which  he  was  appointed;  which 
having  been  before  the  judge,  and  subject  to  the  ob- 
servations he  would  make  upon  it  to  the  jury,  we  may 
assume  from  the  verdict  that  the  duties  prescribed  were 
such  as  brought  him  within  the  operation  of  the  statute. 
The  declaration  then  goes  on  to  state,  that  the  rate- 
book being  in  his  possession  as  assistant  overseer,  he  was 
required  to  produce  it ;  and  after  verdict  we  cannot 
intend  that  his  possession  was  not  legal.  In  either  view 
of  the  case,  therefore,  whether  he  was  a  person  autho- 
rised 


IN  THE  Tenth  Year  op  GEO.  IV. 


285 


rised  to  have  the  care  of  the  poor,  or  legally  had  the 
*  custody  of  the  rate-book,  there  was  sufficient  to  bring 
him  within  the  operation  of  the  statute ;  and  we  cannot 
be  called  on  to  intend,  after  verdict,  that  he  is  not  to 
discharge  duties,  without  proof  of  which  the  verdict 
could  not  have  passed.  Rex  v.  Everett  is  altogether 
distinguishable.  There,  an  information  stated  that  cer- 
tain goods  were  about  to  be  imported  intd  Great  Britain 
from  parts  beyond  the  seas,  in  respect  of  which  certain 
duties  would  be  payable;  that  one  IL  H,  at  the  time  of 
committing  the  offence  thereinafter  mentioned,  was  a 
person  employed  in  the  service  of  the  customs,  and  that 
it  was  the  duty  of  him,  as  such  person  so  employed  in 
the  service  of  the  customs,  to  arrest  and  detain  all  such 
goods  as  should  be  imported,  which  upon  such  im- 
portation would  become  forfeited  to  the  king  by  virtue 
of  any  act  of  parliament  relating  to  the  customs,  and 
which  would  be  liable  to  be  seized ;  and  that  the  De- 
fendant, well  knowing,  &c.  unlawfully  and  corruptly 
solicited  22.  H,  being  such  person  so  employed  in  the 
service  of  the  customs,  when  certain  goods  should  be 
imported,  which  upon  importation  would  be  liable  to  be 
seized  or  forfeited,  to  forbear  to  arrest  and  detain  the 
same,  &c.  It  was  held,  that  inasmuch  as  it  was  not 
the  duty  of  every  person  employed  in  the  service  of  the 
customs  to  arrest  and  detain  goods  which  would  be 
liable  to  be  seized  as  forfeited,  the  count  was  bad  for 
want  of  shewing  that  R.  H.  was  a  person  whose  duty  it 
was  to  arrest  and  detain  such  goods. 

But  here  the  count  alleges,  that  the  Defendant  jiad 
the  possession  of  the  rate  as  assistant  overseer;  an  alle- 
gation which  could  not  have  been  proved  without  shewing 
the  appointment,  in  which  the  Defendant's  duty  would 
suflBciently  appear. 

Judgment  affirmed.  ^ 


Bennett. 


R  2 
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Nov.tA'  HOULDEN  V.  FaSSON. 

Where  an  affi.  JiJEREWETHER  Seijt,  in  shewing  cause  against  a 
by  two  de-  "^"'^  obtained  by  Wilde  Serjt,  objected  that  the  affi- 

poneiits»  the  davit,  on  which  the  rule  had  been  obtained,  was  defective 
mcwTbe  8De-  ^°  the  jurat.  The  affidavit  had  been  sworn  by  two  persons, 
cified  in  the  and  the  jurat  stated  it  to  have  been  sworn  by  ^'  both  the 
jurat.  deponents,"  without   specifying  their  names  severally. 

By  a  rule  of  the  King^s  Bench,  both  names  are  to  be 
named  in  the  jurats  and  the  affidavit  is  to  be  excluded 
if  the  jurat  contain  any  interlineation  or  erasure. 

The  secondary  stated,  that  the  practice  in  this  court 
was  the  same. 

Wilde  contended  there  was  no  rule  on  the  subject  in 
this  court,  and  that  the  first  branch  of  the  rule  in  the 
King's  Bench  was  only  directory. 

Upon  the  report  of  the  officer,  however,  the  Court 
discharged  the  rule,  but  without  costs.  They  added, 
that  the  practice  as  to  the  jurat  ought  to  be  observed 
strictly ;  and  that,  in  future,  they  would  discharge  with 
costs  a  rule  under  similar  circumstances. 


Nov,  14* 


Addis  v.  Thomas. 


A  new  rule  to  QN  the  28th  ofjult/  the  Plaintiff,  aaer  a  rule  to  plead 

Sven  after  ^"^  ^*™^  allowed  for  pleading,  obtained  leave  to 

amendment  of  amend  his  declaration  upon  payment  of  costs ;  and  after- 
*lth  f*^*?*"*'  wards  signed  judgment  for  want  of  a  plea,  without 
amendment  be  giving  a  new  rule  to  plead. 

on  payment  of  RusscU 

cotts. 
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RusseU  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the 
judgment  for  irregularity,  on  the  ground  that  the  De- 
fendant ought  to  have  had  a  new  rule  to  plead. 

Wiide  Seijt,  contra^  contended,  that  where  the  Plain- 
tiff paid  costs  upon  amending,  the  Defendant  was  entitled 
to  no  imparlance,  and  therefore  it  was  not  necessary  to 
give  a  new  rule  to  plead.     Cromp.  130. 

But  the  Courts  on  the  report  of  the  secondary,  held 
that  a  new  rule  to  plead  must  be  given,  whether  the 
amendment  were  on  payment  of  costs  or  not.  {a) 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  See  TUJf  475,  and  the  authorities  there  cited. 


1829. 


Phillips  v.  Tanner. 

Jf/ILDE  Serjt.  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi^  calling  on 

the  Plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ   ofjieri 

facias  issued  in  this  cause  should  not  be  set  aside  for 

irregularity,  and  the  money  levied  under  it  be  paid  to 

the  administrator  cum  testamento  annexo  of  the  Defend* 

ant,  who  had  died  since  the  issuing  of  the  writ. 

Taddy  Serjt.  at  the  same  time  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
amend  the  writ  by  inserting  the  testatum^  the  omission 
of  which  was  the  ground  relied  on  for  setting  it  aside ; 
and  he  relied  on  Meyer  v.  Bing  (a),  where  this  court 
permitted  2Lji.fa.  to  be  amended  by  the  insertion  of  the 
testatum  clause. 


Nov*  i6* 


Where  the 
Defendant 
died  before 
tfaeapplicatioBy 
the  Court  re- 
fused to  amend 
a/./i.  by 
inserting  the 
testatum 
clause. 


WUde.     Such  amendments   are   only  allowed  when 
third  persons  are  not  affected,  and  no  new  interests  have 

[a)  iH.Bl.s4U 

R  3  inter- 
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intervened.  In  Lunan  v.  Huish  (a),  the  Court  refused 
to  amend  a  testatum  capias^  because  the  bail  would  be 
affected  by  the  amendment  In  Hunt  v.  Pa5nian{b\ 
the  Court  refused  to  amend  Siji./a.  where  the  Defend- 
ant had  become  bankrupt  before  sale  of  the  goods  taken 
under  it;  and  in  Johnson  v.  Dobell{c\  the  Court  refused 
to  permit  a  capias  to  be  amended,  unless  the  plainiiff 
would  consent  to  discharge  the  bail  on  the  defendant's 
entering  a  common  appearance. 

Taddy.  An  administrator  stands  in  the  same  situation 
as  the  Defendant,  especially  after  execution  executed, 
as  here ;  his  situation  is  very  different  from  that  of  bail 
or  assignee. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  case  falls  within  the  exception 
to  ordinary  cases  of  amendment*  The  insertion  of  the 
testatum  is  not  a  matter  of  importance,  and  would  be 
permitted  in  ordinary  cases.  But  it  is  a  good  ground 
of  distinction,  if  the  Court  can  see  that  the  parties  are 
not  in  the  same  situation.  Here,  the  Defendant  has 
died  since  the  execution  of  the  writ,  and  the  admini* 
strator  who  succeeds  may  have  suffered  a  judgment  for 
the  benefit  of  other  creditors.  At  all  events,  the  interest 
of  others  may  be  affected.  The  rule  for  the  amend- 
ment, therefore,  must  be  discharged,  and  the  rule  for 
setting  aside  the  writ  be  made 

Absolute* 


{a)  %  N,  R.  133.         (^)  4M.^S.  329.  (c)  iM.^P.  a8. 
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Hughes  v.  Brett.  ^ov.  i6. 


TONES  Serjt.,  obtained  'a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  Affidavit 

bail-bond  in  this  case,  for  an  alWed  defect  in  the  !!  *^'  ^' 

«?  1     •         1    1  1        I    M  fcndant  wm 

affidavit  to  hold  to  bail.  indebted  to 

The  FlaintifThad  deposed  that  the  Defendant  was  in-  Plaintiff  on  a 

debted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  250/.  "  on  a  bill  of  ex-  j|f.2)7upon^ 

change  drawn  by  M.  J.  J.  Donlan  upon  and  accepted  by  and  accepted 

the  Defendant,  and  indorsed  by  M.  J.  J.  Donlan  to  the  ^^P.'^^^^ 

'*  and  indoned 

Plaintiff."  by  M.  D.  to 

It  was  objected,  that  as  the  bill  was  not  stated  to  have  Plaintiff 

been  made   payable  to   order,  it  did  not  appear  that  '     ^^^^  ^ 

Donlan  had  any  authority  to  transfer   it   by  indorse-  bill  was  drawn 

inent.  or  in  what  character  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  pay^^e  ^^^^^^ 

der),  Held 

sue :  and  Balbi  v.  Batley  (a),  was  relied  on,  where  an  sufficient  to 

affidavit  that  the  Defendant  was  indebted  on  promissory  ^^1^  Defend- 
notes,  without  saying  that  they  were  given,  or  payable, 
or  indorsed  to  the  Plaintiff,  was  holden  insufficient. 


Wilde  Serjt,  who  shewed  cause,  relied  on  Bradshcm 
V.  Saddinglon  (6),  confirmed  by  Be?inett  v.  Dawson  (c), 
where  the  Court  admitted  that  the  cases  were  conflicting, 
and  that,  therefore,  they  must  have  recourse  to  common 
sense;  they  then  said,  that  the  true  principle  was  to 
support  the  affidavit,  if  perjury  could  be  assigned  on  it : 
and  held  an  affidavit  precisely  similar  to  the  present  to 
be  sufficient. 

Jones.  Bradshaw  v.  Saddinglon^  on  which  the  Court 
relied  in  Bennett  v.  Dawson^  was  decided  on  a  wrong 

(a)  6  Taunt,  25.  (c)  4  Bhtgh,  609.       i  M,  \ff 

(b)  7  Eajt,  94.  P,  594. 

R  4  principle; 
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Hughes 
Brett. 


principle;  namely,  that  if  it  was  sworn  the  defendant  was 
indebted,  and  in  a  sufficient  amount,  perjury  might  be 
assigned.  But  it  would  not  be  safe  to  deprive  a  defend- 
ant of  his  liberty  without  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew 
the  character  in  which  he  sued,  or  at  least  that  he  bad 
authority  to  sue:  for  the  Defendant  might  be  indebted^ 
and  to  a  great  amount,  and  yet  the  debt  might  be  one 
on  which  the  Plaintiff  might  have  no  right  to  hold  him 
to  bail ;  as  an  equitable  debt ;  and  on  the  allegation  of 
which,  therefore,  it  might  be  impossible  to  indict  him 
for  perjury.  In  Bennett  v.  Dawson  it  was  sworn,  that  the 
defendant  was  indebted  for  money  lent  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
change, which  entirely  distinguishes  it  from  the  present 
case,  as  the  loan  was  sufficient  to  constitute  a  debt.  In 
Cathrons)  v.  Hagger{a)  and  Fenton  v.  Ellis  {b)^  it  was 
holden  not  sufficient  to  depose  that  the  defendant  was 
indebted  for  goods  sold  and  delivered,  without  adding 
'*  by  the  plaintiff"  And  Balhi  v.  Batley  was  subsequent 
to  Bradshcm  v.  Saddington. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  We  think  the  affidavit  is  sufficient. 
It  states  that  the  Defendant  was  indebted  to  the  Plain- 
tiff in  the  sum  of  250/.  on  a  bill  of  exchange,  drawn  by 
M.  Jl  J.  Donlan  upon  and  accepted  by  the  Defendant, 
indorsed  by  M.  J.  J.  Donlan  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  now 
due  and  unpaid.  The  only  objection  is,  that  it  is  not 
stated  the  bill  was  drawn  payable  to  order.  Now  the 
Defendant,  as  acceptor,  is  the  person  primarily  liable  to 
pay  the  bill ;  and  it  was  unnecessary  for  the  holder  to 
shew  whether  he  claimed  through  one  or  many  indorse- 
ments. It  was  sufficient  for  him  to  say  generally,  that 
the  bill  passed  to  him  by  indorsement,  on  which  alle- 
gation, if  the  fact  were  not  so,  perjury  might  have  been 
assigned.     Whatever  may  have  been  laid  down  on  the 


(a)  SEajt9io6. 


(b)  6  Taunt,  194. 


subject 
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subject  in  prior  decisions,  it  is  better  to  adhere  to  the  1829. 
last,  and  not  involve  Plaintiffs  in  distinctions  too  subtle 
for  ordinary  apprehensions.  If  the  Court  can  see  that 
there  is  a  sufficient  debt  existing,  that  it  is  alleged  with 
sufficient  precision  to  save  the  Defendant  from  being 
arrested  a  second  time  for  the  same  cause,  and  that  per- 
jury can  be  assigned  on  the  affidavit,  all  has  been  done 
that  can  reasonably  be  required.  This  was  the  prin- 
ciple on  which  the  Court  decided  in  Bennett  v.  Dawson^ 
and  to  this  it  is  better  we  should  now  adhere. 

Park  J.  In  Bennett  v.  Dawson,  the  Court  en- 
deavoured to  get  at  a  sound  principle,  and  I  think  we 
ought  not  to  recede  from  that  decision. 

BuRROUGH  J.  The  affidavit  is  sufficient;  and  if  we 
had  heard  it  at  first,  we  should  not  have  granted  a 
rule  nisi. 

Gaselee  J.  I  should  think  the  rule  nisi  ought  to 
have  been  granted ;  and  it  is  only  on  the  authority  which 
has  been  cited  to-day,  that  I  am  prepared  to  say  the 
affidavit  is  sufficient.  I  am  not  sure  that  Bennett  v. 
Dawson  is  quite  in  point,  because  there  it  appeared  on 
the  affidavit,  that,  independently  of  the  bill  of  exchange, 
the  Defendant  was  indebted  for  money  lent.  But  Brad- 
sJiaw  V.  Saddington  was  quoted  and  relied  on  in  that  case ; 
and  on  the  authority  of  that  decision  I  hold  the  present 
affidavit  sufficient.  If,  instead  of  one,  there  had  been 
ten  indorsements  in  this  case,  it  would  not  have  been 
necessary  for  the  Plaintiff  to  have  traced  the  whole  chain: 
and  as  it  does  appear  the  bill  was  accepted  by  the  De- 
fendant and  indorsed  to  the  Plaintiff,  a  sufficient  title  is 

shewn,  and  the  rule  must  be 

Discharged. 
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Nov.  17.  Charrington  V.  Laing. 

In  an  action  ^HE  Defendant  having  been  sued  for  damages  occa- 

dJ  *da*^  sioneii   by  his   breaking   up   a  highway,   gave  in 

gave  a  c^no-  December  last  a  cognovit  for  200/.,  with  a  defeasance, 

vit  for  aoo/,f  under  which  it  was  provided,  that  execution  should  not 

sance  condi-  be  sued  out  if  the  road  were  reinstated  to  the  satisfaction 

tioned  for  the  of  Smithy  a  surveyor,  by  the  1 5th  of  April,    The  Defend- 

perforniaace      ^^^      •  j  ^j^^  Plaintiff's  costs ;  but  the  road  was  not  rein- 

of  vanous  ^ 

matters  by  a     Stated  to  Smith's  satisfaction  till  the  middle  of  June^  and 

given  time,       ^he  Plaintiff  sued  out  execution  for  the  200/.  on  the  4th 

and  performed 

the  matters        of  Mm/. 

(in  part  at  least)  The  defeasance  was  as  follows: — That  if  Defendant 
^^  th  ^ter  ^'^ould  pay  to  Plaintiff  his  costs,  and  reinstate  the  road 
the  time  sti-  to  the  satisfaction  of  Smithy  by  the  15th  of  April  1829, 
w^*^**ffk  •  (according  to  various  minute  stipulations  therein  set 
issued  execu-  forth),  it  was  thereby  agreed  that  the  Defendant,  from 
tion  on  the  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times,  duly  and  properly  fulfilling 
Ca'rt^^ f  ed  *''  *"^  every  the  articles,  agreements,  and  stipulations 
it  to  the  pro-  aforesaid,  no  judgment  should  be  entered  up,  nor  exe- 
thonotary,  to  cution  thereon  be  issued  for  the  damages,  costs,  charges, 
if  any  thing,  ^^^  expenses  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof;  but  in  case 
ought  to  be  default  should  at  any  time  be  made  in  performance  of 
Pla*  f  ff  *        *°y  ^"®  ^^  more  of  the  said  several  articles,  agreements, 

and  stipulations  thereinbefore  contained  on  the  part  of 
deponent,  the  said  Plaintiff  was  to  be  at  full  liberty 
forthwith  to  enter  up  judgment  for  the  said  damages,  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses,  and  to  issue  one  or  more  writ  or 
writs  of  execution  on  the  said  judgment  for  the  said  da- 
mages, costs,  charges,  and  expenses,  or  so  much  thereof 
as  might  then  remain  unpaid." 

Jones  Serjt  obtained  a  ryle  nisi  to  set  aside  the  exe- 
cution, upon  affidavits  containing  the  above  statement ; 
alleging  also  the  impracticability  of  making  a  road  in 

the 
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the  winter  months,  and  that  Smith's  attendance  could 
not  be  procured  till  the  middle  of  April,  when  he  gave 
further  orders,  which  were  attended  to. 

Taddy  and  Wilde  Serjts.  shewed  cause  on  affidavits, 
which  stated,  that  the  Defendant  had,  previously  to  the 
cognaoit^  repeatedly  violated  his  engagement  to  reinstate 
the  road ;  that  the  road  was  not  yet  completed ;  that 
the  winter  was  a  proper  season  for  road-making;  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  and  others  along  the  line  of  road  had 
suffered  great  inconvenience  from  its  long  continuance 
in  an  unfinished  state.  They  argued,  that  the  Court 
could  not  estimate  the  inconvenience  and  damage  the 
Plaintiff  had  sustained  by  being  obliged  to  resort  to 
other  roads;  that  the  cognovit  was  in  the  nature  of 
liquidated  damages  agreed  on  by  the  Defendant,  and 
that  the  Court  had  not  authority  to  interfere.  In  cases 
of  judgments  entered  up  under  warrants  of  attorney, 
the  Court  interposed  by  virtue  of  their  jurisdiction  over 
the  warrant,  and  the  statute  of  IV.  3.,  requiring  an  as- 
signment of  breaches  and  assessment  of  damages  on 
them,  was  confined  to  bonds. 

Jones.  The  200/.  is  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty  to 
secure  the  performance  of  the  Defendant's  undertaking. 
The  defeasance  contains  many  stipulations  of  various 
d^rees  of  importance ;  and  as  it  is  not  stated  in  respect 
of  which  of  them  the  200/.  is  to  be  paid,  it  cannot  be 
considered  as  liquidated  damages ;  Kemble  v.  Farren  (a), 
AsUq^y,  JVeldon.  (*)  It  would  be  unjust  that  the  Plain- 
tiff should  have  the  penalty  after  the  road  has  been 
reinstated.  At  all  events,  the  Court  will  refer  it  to  its 
officer  to  see  whether  the  road  be  in  a  proper  state  or 
not;  and  if  not,  to  ascertain  how  much  ought  to  be  paid 
to  the  Plaintiff  in  respect  of  the  deficiency,  or  of  any 
damage  occasioned  to  him  by  the  delay. 

(a)  6  Bingb,  i^i.  (b)  %  B.  ^  P.  346. 

TiNDAL 


1829. 


SM 
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TiNDAL  C.  J.  We  do  not  say  that  a  cogtuwit  miijr 
not  be  so  worded  as  to  render  the  sum  secured  by  it 
payable  in  the  same  way  as  liquidated  damages.  But 
the  question  here  is,  Whether  we  can  consider  this  cog^ 
fumt  as  any  other  than  a  security  by  penalty  for  certain 
work  to  be  done  by  the  Defendant  In  the  defeasance 
there  are  stipulations  of  various  degrees  of  importance; 
and  as  it  would  be  unjust  to  say  that  if  the  road  were 
completed  only  one  day  after  the  term  agreed  on,  the  De- 
fendant should  pay  the  whole  200/.,  it  would  be  equally 
so  to  say  he  should  pay  the  whole  after  performance  of 
a  portion  of  the  work.  We  must,  therefore,  i^efer  it  to 
the  prothonotary  to  ascertain  what  has  been  done ;  what 
damage,  if  any,  the  Plaintiff  has  sustained;  and  how 
much,  if  any  thing,  ought  to  be  paid  to  the  Plainti£FI 

Referred  to  the  prothonotary  accordingly. 


Nov*  17. 

I  do  hereby 
agree  to  gua- 
nintee  the 
payment  of 
goods  to  be 
delivered  in 
umbrellas  and 
parasols  to  J, 
and  E.  A,  $.$ 
according  to 
the  custom  of 
their  trading 
with  you,  in 
the  sum  of 
aoo/. : 

Held,  a 
continuing 
guaranty. 


Hargreave  V.  Smee. 

nPHIS  was  an  action  of  assumpsit,  and  the  declaration 
contained  two  special  counts  upon  the  guaranty 
hereafter  mentioned ;  counts  for  goods  bargained  and 
sold  to  the  Defendant,  and  delivered  to  John  and  Edward 
Augustus  ,Smee :  and  a  count  upon  an  account  stated 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant.  The  De- 
fendant pleaded  the  general  issue.  The  cause  was  tried 
before  Tindal  C.  J.  London  adjourned  sittings  after  last 
Trinity  term,  when  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff 
for  200/.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the  Court  on  the 
following  case :  — 

On  the  5th  of  June  1828,  the  Defendant  signed  the 
following  guaranty :  — 

"5th  of  June  1828. 

"  Mr.  John  Hargreave, —  I  do  hereby  agree  to  guarantee 
the  payment  of  goods   to  be   delivered   in  umbrellas 

and 


Haroreavb 
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and  parasols   to  John  and  Edward  Atigtistus  Smee^  at        1829. 
No.  88.  Milk  Street^  Cheapside^  London^  according  to  the 
custom  of  their  trading  with  you,  in  the  sum  of  200/. 
I  am,  &c.  J.  Smee."  Smee. 

The  custom  of  trading  between  the  Plaintiff  and 
Messrs.  John  and  Edward  Augusttis  Smee^  the  sons  of 
the  Defendant,  was  to  make  up  monthly  accounts  of 
goods  delivered  between  the  20th  day  of  each  month, 
and  the  20th  day  of  the  next  succeeding  month ;  and 
upon  such  making  up  and  adjusting  the  account,  ac- 
ceptances of  the  said  Messrs.  J.  and  E.  A,  Smee  were 
given  for  the  amount  of  each  monthly  account,  payable 
at  three  months'  date. 

The  Plaintiff  had  sold  and  delivered  to  Jl  and  E.  A. 
Smee,  since  the  5th  June  1828,  and  previously  to  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  umbrellas  and  parasols, 
according  to  the  custom  of  their  trading  with  the  Plaintiff, 
amounting  altogether  to  the  sum  of  520/.  85.  ^d. 

The  said  J,  and  E.  A.  Smee  had,  since  the  sale  and 
delivery  of  the  umbrellas  and  parasols  to  them,  paid  the 
Plaintiff  various  sums  of  money  on  account  of  the 
umbrellas  and  parasols  so  sold  and  delivered,  which 
amounted  altogether  to  276/.  Is.  Id. ;  that  is  to  say, 

For  the  amount  of  umbrellas  and  parasols  1 

sold  and  delivered  on   and  from   the  I 

5tb  June  1828  to  the  20tb  of  the  same  | 

month.  -  -  -     J 

Ditto,    from    20th  June    to   20th    Juli/^ 

following.  -  -  -  J 

Ditto,    from  20th  July   to   20th  Augusl-i 

following.  -  -  .  }        59  12S 

Ditto,  on  account  of  umbrellas  and  para--\ 

sols  sold  and  delivered  from  20th  Au-  >      160  0     0 
gust  to  20th  September.  -  -     J 

£276  1     5 
There 


£ 

s. 

d. 

31 

18 

3 

24 

10  11 
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1829.  There  remained  due  from  the  said  Jl  and  E.  A.  Smee 

to  the  PlaintiiT,  on  the  balance  of  the  said  account,  for 
umbrellas  and  parasols  so  sold  and  delivered  since  the 
17th  September  1828,  the  sum  of  200/.  and  upwards. 

The  credit  and  time  for  the  payment  of  the  price  of 
the  said  goods,  according  to  the  said  custom  of  trading 
between  the  Plaintiff  and  J.  and  E.  A.  Smee^  had 
elapsed  at  and  before  the  time  of  the  commencement  of 
this  actioii.  And  the  said  «/.  and  E.  A.  Smee  had, 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action,  been  applied 
to  by  the  Plaintiff  for  the  balance  so  remaining  due  to 
the  Plaintiff,  and  had  not  paid  the  same ;  whereof  the 
the  Defendant  had  notice  before  the  action  was  brought^ 
and  was  requested  by  the  Plaintiff  to  pay  him  the  said 
sum  of  200/.  upon  his  said  guaranty. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was. 
Whether  the  said  guaranty  was  a  continuing  guaranty 
or  not  ?  And  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  it 
was  a  continuing  guaranty,  the  verdict  was  to  be  entered 
for  the  Plaintiff  as  aforesaid;  but  if  the  Court  should  be 
of  a  contrary  opinion,  then  a  nonsuit  was  to  be  entered. 

WUde  Serjt.  for  the  Plaintiff.  This  was  a  continuing 
guaranty.  The  Court  will  construe  the  instrument 
according  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  be  collected 
from  it;  and  if  there  be  any  doubt,  will  take  it  most 
strongly  agaifast  the  party  bound.  When,  as  here, 
the  agreement  is  between  parties  in  trade,  it  will  be 
construed  liberally,  propter  simplicitatem  laicorum.  As 
the  goods  were  to  be  delivered  according  to  the 
custom  of  their  trading,  and  the  jury  have  found  that 
it  was  the  custom  of  the  parties  to  account  monthly, 
there  must  have  been  a  previous  dealing,  and  a 
continuing  engagement  must  have  been  contemplated. 
In  Mason  v.  Pritchard  {a\  the  guaranty  was  "  for  any 

(a)  12  EaUf  227. 

goods" 
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Hargrsayb- 

V. 


goods"  Mason  hath  or  may  supply  my  brother  W»P.  with,       1 829. 

to  the  amount  of  100/.;  and  in  Merle  v.  Wells  {a\  "  for 

any  debt  my  brother  may  contract  for  goods  necessary 

in  his  business  as  a  jeweller,  not  exceeding  100/.  after       Smee. 

this  date : "  both  of  which  instruments  the  Court  held 

to  be  continuing  guaranties.     In  Melville  v.  Hayden  {b\ 

where   the    guaranty   was   holden   to   be  limited,   the 

language  was  *^  to  the  extent  of  60/.  for  goods  to  be 

purchased."     There  was  no  allusion  to  any  course  of 

business,  nor  was  the  guaranty  for  any  goods  that  might 

be  furnished. 

Spankie  Seijt.  contrd.  The  principle  laid  down  in 
Wright  V,  Russell  (c),  Pearsall  v.  Summerset  (d)  and  other 
cases,  is,  that  a  surety  is  not  to  be  charged  beyond  the 
precise  terms  of  his  engagement ;  and  the  Defendant's 
guaranty  would  be  satisfied  by  one  delivery  of  goods  to 
the  extent  of  200/.  The  expressii^n,  ^^  according  to  the 
custom  of  their  trading,"  does  not  necessarily  denote 
that  there  had  been  any  previous  dealing,  and  may 
be  satisfied  by  a  future  delivery  upon  a  single  oc- 
casion according  to  the  custom  of  persons  engaged  in 
the  san)e  trade.  In  like  manner  it  was  holden,  that 
the  stipulation  for  a  quarterly  account  in  Melville  v. 
Hayden  was  applicable  only  to  a  future  dealing,  and 
would  not  constitute  a  continuing  guaranty.  That  case 
cannot  be  distinguished  from  the  present ;  and  it  would  ^ 
not  follow,  even  if  there  had  been  a  previous  dealing, 
that  the  guaranty  would  be  a  continuing  engagement. 
In  Kirhy  v.  Duke  of  Marlborough  {e\  the  guaranty  was 
held  to  be  restricted  to  an  advance  once  made  to  the 
extent  guarantied,  although  the  condition  of  the  bond 
was  ^  for  the  payment  to  Kirby  of  all  such  sum  or  sums 
of  money,  not  exceeding  3000/.   with   lawful  interest, 

{a)   iCampb,  41^,  (d)  4  Taunt.  S93» 

(b)  zB.^  A.  593.  [e)  %M.i^S.  18. 

(c)  a^.jB/.  934. 

which 
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1829.        which  should  or  might,  at  any  time  or  times  thereafter, 

„      '   ~       be  advanced  and  lent  by  Kirby  to  Coburn^  or  paid  to  his 

V,  use  by  his  order  and  direction,  to  enable  him  to  carry 

Smee.  on  the  trade  in  which  he  was  engagfsd ; "  and  that  is  a 
much  stronger  case  than  the  present.  In  Evans  v. 
Whyle  (a)  Best  C.  J.  said,  that  the  construction  of  these 
instruments  ought  to  be  strict.  In  Bastam  v.  Bennett  (i) 
and  other  cases  the  guaranty  has  been  held  continuing 
on  the  strength  of  the  word  any^  which  shews  the  engage- 
ment is  not  to  be  confined  to  one  dealing,  and  which  b 
not  employed  in  this  guaranty. 

Wilde.  In  Kirby  v.  Duke  of  Marlborough  it  was  clearly 
indicated  by  the  recital  of  the  deed,,  that  the  guaranty 
was  to  be  limited  to  one  set  of  advances;  it  being  stated 
there,  that  Cobum  had  occasion  for  divers  sums  of  money, 
not  exceeding  in  the  whole  SOOO/.,  to  enable  him  to 
carry  on  the  trade  in  which  he  was  engaged. 

Tin  DAL  C.  J.  The  question  is,  What  is  the  fair  im- 
port to  be  collected  from  the  language  used  in  this 
guaranty  ?  The  words  employed  are  the  words  of  the 
Defendant  in  this  cause,  and  there  is  no  reason  for 
putting  on  a  guaranty  a  construction  different  from  that 
which  the  Court  puts  on  any  other  instrument.  With 
regard  to  other  instruments  the  rule  is,  that  if  the  party 
executing  them  leaves  any  thing  ambiguous  in  his  ex- 
pressions, such  ambiguity  must  be  taken  most  sjtrongly 
against  himself.  From  the  present  agreement,  I  collect 
that  there  were  two  parties  already  in  a  course  of 
dealing:  when  the  Defendant  goes  to  guarantee  the  pay- 
ment of  goods  to  be  delivered  according  to  their  cus- 
tom of  trading,  I  cannot  but  imply  there  had  been  some 
preceding  dealing,  and  I  am  confirmed  in  this  by  the 
finding  of  the  jury,  that  the  custom  of  the  parties  was  to 

(a)  5  Biagb,  485.  (b)  3  CampL  aao. 

make 
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make  up  certain  monthly  accounts.  I  collect,  thence,  1829. 
an  intention  that  tliis  course  of  dealing  should  continue, 
which  would  render  the  guaranty  a  continuing  guaranty. 
If  we  were  to  put  on  it  the  limited  construction  which 
has  been  contended  for,  we  should  deprive  the  party  of 
the  benefit  which  appears  to  have  been  contemplated. 
If  one  supply  of  goods  to  the  extent  of  200/.  would 
satisfy  the  stipulation  in  dispute,  there  is  no  course  of 
trading  to  which  the  words,  ^^  in  their  course  of  trading," 
could  be  applied.  The  cases  on  this  subject  run  so 
nearly  into  each  other  that  it  is  difficult  to  reconcile 
them ;  but  the  distinction  between  this  case  and  Melville 
V.  Hayden  is,  that  here  the  Defendant  meant  to  keep 
two  persons  engaged  in  trade,  in  their  established 
custom  of  trading.  The  verdict  must  be  entered  for 
die  Plaintiff. 

Park  J.  It  has  been  conceded,  that  all  these  cases 
must  be  decided,  each  on  its  own  ground ;  and,  there- 
fore, it  is  useless  to  refer  to  the  decisions,  except  for 
any  principle  which  may  be  incidentally  laid  down 
in  them.  The  only  question  of  principle  which  has 
been  agitated  on  the  present  occasion  is,  whether 
these  instruments  are  to  be  construed  strictly;  and 
I  am  not  disposed  to  hold  the  doctrine  which  has 
been  imputed  to  Lord  Wynford^  that  a  guaranty  ought 
to  receive  a  strict  construction.  That  was  not  the  prin- 
ciple adopted  in  Mason  v.  Pritchardj  by  Mr.  Baron 
JVoodf  who  tried  the  cause,  and  the  very  learned  persons 
who  decided  it  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench.  They 
all  held  it  to  be  a  continuing  guarantee,  and  said  it  must 
be  taken  as  strongly  as  possible  against  the  party  who 
executed  it  The  true  sense  has  been  put  by  my  Lord 
Chief  Justice  on  the  words,  "  delivery  according  to  their 
custom  of  trading ;"  and  when  we  consider  that  the  per- 
sons to  whom  the  goods  were  to  be  delivered  were*  the 

Vol.  VI.  S  sons 
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sons  of  the  Defendant,  we  should  defisat  the  intentioD  of 
the  parties  if  we  were  to  hold  that  his  liability  was 
determined  upon  a  single  delivery  of  goods  to  the 
amount  of  200/. 

There  is  enough  here  to  shew  that  the  guaranty  was 
to  continue  till  notice  should  be  given  to  determine  it. 

BuRROUGH  J.  I  hope  the  time  will  come  when  more 
reliance  will  be  placed  on  principles  than  on  cases*  I 
have  no  doubt  as  to  the  intention  of  the  parties  here; 
they  allude  to  their  custom  of  trading,  which  has  been 
found  to  apply  to  an  accounting  monthly ;  the  custom  is 
continuing,  and  the  obligation  must  be  continuing  also* 
These  are  commercial  agreements,  and  ought  to  receive 
a  liberal,  not  a  strict  construction.  I  have  no  doubt  of 
the  meaning  here,  and  the  verdict  ought  to  be  entered 
for  the  Plaintiff. 

Gaselee  J.  I  have  great  difficulty  in  deciding  this 
case,  and  am  rather  inclined  to  come  to  a  different 
conclusion.  It  is  hard  to  distinguish  it  from  Melvilk 
V.  Hajfden :  there  the  parties  were  to  account  quarterly, 
and  yet  the  Court  held  the  guaranty  to  be  restricted  to 
a  single  dealing.  There  are,  however,  other  facts  in 
this  case,  which  are  in  favour  of  the  decision  which 
the  Court  has  pronounced. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff 
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1829. 

The  King  v.  The  Sheriff  of  Middlesex,  in  the      Nov.iz, 
cause  of  Logan  v.  Louel. 

QPANKIE  Serjt.,  on  the  part  of  the  bail  to  the  sheriff.  Where  added 

the  Defendant's  attorney,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  dis-      ..  ****  "P^"* 

•^ '  a  ducnveiy 

charge  an  attachment  against  the  sheriff  on  an  affidavit,  made  subie- 

which  stated,  that  bail  above  was  put  in  on  the  25th  of  ^"*^"^  *®  ^^^ 
_  ,  '         r  •  t    .1  allowance,  re- 

June  :  that  upon  notice  of  exception  two  new  bail  were  jected  by  the 

added,  and  that  on  the  30th  June  notice  of  allowance  Court,  the 

of  such  added  bail  was  served  on  the  Plaintiff;  that  on  /.u  •  ^  ^^ 

'  (Uieir  names 

the  1st  JuJ^  the  Plaintiff  obtained  a  rule,  calling  on  the  remaining  on 
Defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the  rule  for  the  allowance      *  recogniz- 
of  the  said  bail  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  calling  on  before  the 
Waldenj  one  of  the  added  bail,  to  appear  in  Court,  and  rejection  of 

answer  such  matters  as  should  be  demanded  of  him ;  ^^ ^  * . .  ' 

'   competent  to 

that  this  rule  was  made  absolute  on  the  6th  of  Julys  render  the 
that  the  present  attachment  was  issued  on  the  7th,  but  Defendant, 
that  the  bail  below,  his  name  still  appearing  on  the  re- 
cognizance, had  on  the  Sd  of  July  rendered  the  De- 
fendant in  discharge  of  his  bail;  that  this  application 
was  made  on  the  part  of  the  bail  below  at  his  own 
expence,  for  his  only  indemnity,  and  without  collusion 
with  the  Defendant. 

fVilde  and  Jones  Serjts.  shewed  cause  on  an  affidavit 
which  stated  that  added  bail  in  the  cause  had,  after 
allowance,  been  rejected  upon  examination  in  Court,  and 
that  the  sheriff  had  taken  but  one  surety,  who  was  the 
attorney  in  the  cause. 

They  objected,  that  the  affidavit  in  support  of  the 
application  did  not  state,  as  it  ought  to  have  done,  that 
the  applicant  was  not  indemnified  by  the  Defendant ;  — 
that  tlie  application  ought  to  have  been  made  by  the 
sheriff,  and  not  by  the  sheriff's  bail;  —  that  a  sheriff 

S  2  who 
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1829.        who  took  but  one  surety,  and  diat  surety  the  attorney 

L.    \^^        in  the  cause,  was   entitled   to   no   favour;    George  ▼• 
The  King 

^,  Barnes  (a),   R,  v.  SJieriff  of  London  (i) ;  —  but  above 

The  Sheriff  of  all,  that  where  the  added  bail  were  rejected,  the  bail 

below  were  not  competent  to  render  the  Defendant; 
Brawn  v.  Jennings  {c) ;  they  ceased  to  be  bail  when  new 
bail  were  added :  and  the  added  bail,  if  rejected,  were 
equally  out  of  the  cause.  In  MiUs  v.  Head  {d)  it  was 
expressly  decided,  that  for  this  reason  rejected  bail  were 
incompetent  to  surrender  the  Defendant. 

SpanJcie.  While  the  names  of  the  original  bail  are 
on  the  bail-piece,  they  are  liable  to  an  action,  and,  there- 
fore, competent  to  surrender  the  Defendant.  WUde  ▼• 
Harden,  {e)  In  Bell  v.  Gate  (g)  Heath  J.  said,  "  This 
Court  has  in  several  instances  freed  the  practice  from  the 
niceties  which  formerly  prevailed  in  it  respecting  bail.  It 
was  once  held,  that  after  bail  had  been  rejected  they  could 
not  surrender  their  principal.  It  is  now  held,  that  they 
may  enter  into  a  new  recognizance  for  the  purpose  of 
making  the  render,  and  that  any  persons  whatsoever, 
even  if  they  come  out  of  Newgate^  may  become  bail  for 
that  purpose."  And  in  Hale  v.  Walker  (//)  the  Court  said 
that  any  bail  was  sufficient,  even  such  as  had  not  justified. 
Edwin  V.  Allen  (i),  and  Rex  v.  Sheriff  of  Essex  (i),  are  au- 
thorities to  the  same  effect.  And  Brawn  v.  Jennings  is 
distinguishable,  because  there  the  Court  acted  on  the 
ground  that  the  bail  above  had  been  contumacious, 
and  that  the  defendant  was  seeking  to  derive  an  ad- 
vantage from  his  own  misconduct.  The  circumstance 
that  the  sheriff  took  the  attorney  as  a  surety  is  no  bar 
to  relief.     Jackson  v.  Trinder.fJ)     As  to  the  affidavit, 

(a)  I  Cbittji  8.  {g)  I  Taunt.  163. 

\b)  %Bingb.%'xi.  (b)   1H.Bl.63Z. 

(c)  %B.tff  A.  768.  (i)  s  ^*  R'  401. 

\d)  I  N.  R.  137.  U)  S  T.  R.  633. 

(e)  %Mod.%Zi.  (/)   ifF.Bl.iiZi. 

it 
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it  is  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  rule  of  the  Coiirt  of        1829. 
King's  Bench. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 


The  King 


TiNDAL  C.J.  This  was  a  rule  obtained  by  the  bail 
below  for  setting  aside  an  attachment  against  the  sheriff 
of  Middlesex  for  not  bringing  in  the  body ;  and  the  main 
question  is,  Whether  the  render  by  the  bail  is  good  ? 

As  to  which,  it  appeared  that  bail  above  was  put  in  on 
the  25th  of  June^  and  notice  of  exception  having  been 
given,  two  new  bail  were  added ;  and  on  the  SOth  of 
Jhme  notice  of  allowance  of  such  added  bail  was  served 
on  the  Plaintiff. 

On  the  Isi  otjtdy^  the  PlaintiiT  obtained  a  rule  to 
shew  cause  on  Friday  then  next,  why  the  rule  for  the 
allowance  of  the  said  bail  should  not  be  discharged ;  and 
that  fValden^  one  of  the  added  bail,  should  appear  per- 
sonally in  Court  to  answer  such  matters  as  should  be 
demanded  of  him.  Cause  was  shewn  against  this  rule 
on  Monday  the  6th,  when  the  same  was  made  absolute; 
and  the  attachment  against  the  sheriff  issued  on  the  7th. 
-  In  the  meantime,  however,  viz.  on  Friday  the  3d  Jufyj 
the  names  of  the  original  bail,  and  also  of  the  added 
bail,  still  appearing  on  the  recognizance,  the  Defendant 
was  rendered  in  discharge  of  his  bail  generally,  and 
committed  to  the  Fleet.  And  the  question  is,  Whethei* 
this  is  a  valid  render  ?  and  we  are  all  of  opinion  that 
it  b. 

If  the  second  bail  had  been  rejected  on  the  day  they 
came  up  to  justify,  there  is  no  doubt  but  that  the  De- 
fendant might  have  been  rendered  by  the  first  bail  dt 
any  time  during  the  sitting  of  the  Court. 

The  first  bail  appear  to  be  liable  up  to  the  time  of 
justification  of  the  second  bail.  But  in  this  case  the 
justification  of  the  second  bail  by  matters  ex  post  facto^ 
became  a  nullity ;  and  the  second  bail  are  to  be  const* 
dered  ^  if  they  had  never  been  put  in  at  all. 

S  3  The 


v. 
The  Sheriff  of 

MmnLBBEBX. 
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The  first  bail,  therefore,  being  still  upon  the  recogni- 
zance, no  step  having  been  taken  to  remove  their  names^ 
^.  still  remained  liable  to  the  Plaintiff,  and,  consequently. 

The  Sk^nff  of  capable  of  rendering  the  Defendant. 
AliDDLESEX.  rj^^^  present  case,  therefore,  is  distinguishable  from 
the  ca^se  of  Mills  v.  Head^  where  the  bail  who  had  made 
the  render  had  been  rejected,  which  these  first  bail  hi^l 
not;  and  also  from  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Jennings^  wheife 
the  render  was  made  by  the  bail,  whose  justification  was 
afterwards  set  aside  by  the  Court,  on  the  ground  of 
perjury. 

And  when  it  is  considered  that  the  Plaintiff,  by  the 
render  of  the  Defendant,  has  the  very  security  which  he 
originally  contemplated  when  he  arrested  his  person,  it 
is  not  to  be  wondered  at  that  the  cases  have  gone  such 
length  in  allowing  renders  in  discharge  of  the  bail. 

Thus  a  render  by  bail  before  they  have  justified,  even, 
tihough  notice  of  exception  has  been  given,  —  in  the 
King's  Bench ;  —  a  render  by  rejected  bail,  whilst  their 
names  remain  on  the  bail-piece,  —  in  this  court ;  —  a 
render  by  rejected  bail,  who  have  entered  into  a  new  re- 
cognizance for  the  mere  purpose  of  rendering,  —  have 
all  been  held  to  discharge  the  bail. 

As  to  the  objection  that  the  party  applying  does  not 
sufficiently  deny  that  he  lias  been  indemnified,  we  think 
the  affidavit  sufficient,  as  it  follows  the  very  wonis  of 
the  rule  in  B.  R.,  which  has  been  adopted  by  practice 
in  this  court.  And  as  to  the  application  being  made 
by  the  sheriff's  bail,  and  not  by  the  sheriff  himself,  we 
observe  that  has  occurred  in  many  instances,  and  there 
appears  no  reason  against  it 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  the  rule  for  setting 

aside  this  attachment  against  the  sheriff  ought  to  be 

made  absolute* 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 

Wilde  now  prayed  that  the  bail-bond  might  stand  as 
a  security,  but  the  Court  refused.  - 
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1829. 

LeGGETT  V.  FlNLAY.  -ATov.  ao. 

IJ/'ILDE  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  on  the  part  of  By  a  judge's 

the  Plaintiff,  to  set  aside  the  award  in  this  case.  ®"^»  *"* 

award  was  to 
on  the  ground  that  it  had  not  been  made  till  after  the  be  made  by 

expiration  of  the  arbitrator's  authority.  ^^  fi"'  d*y 

The  matter  had  been  referred  under  a  judge's  order,  term'^orsuch 
according  to  which  the  award  was  to  be  made  by  the  further  day  at 

first  day  of  Trinity  term,  or  such  further  day  as  the  *?^  "J^'t^-'tor 

^      .  .  .  should  appoint 

arbitrator  should  appoint  by  indorsement  on  the  order,     by  indone- 

The  arbitrator  enlarged  the  time  once  by  indorsement,  '"®°'  o°  ^^^ 
but  the  enlarged  period  being  nearly  elapsed,  the  Plain-  arbitrator  en- 
tiff's  attorney,  at  the  arbitrator's  request,  on  the  7th  laired  the 
Jubf  obtained  another  judge's  order,   which  was  made  ^^   ^  "*" 
a  rule  of  court,  authorizing  the  arbitrator  further  to  and  before  the 
extend  the  time  to  the  fourth  day  of  this  term,  and  expiration  of 
served  this  order  on  the  arbitrator.  time  oneof 

The  arbitrator  then  appointed  another  meeting  for  the  parties,  at 

the  21  St  of  October^  which  the  Defendant  attended;  but  ^"  «q"f«t, 

procured  a 
the  Plaintiff  absented  himself,  alleging  as  a  ground  for  judge's  order 

so  doing,  that  he  had  been  unable  to  procure  a  meeting  ^^  *  further 
/•        .  •  1  .      L  •  •   •       enlargement, 

of  certam  surveyors,  who  were  to  nave  given  a  jomt  ^bich  was 

opinion.     The  arbitrator  made  his  award  on  the  28th  of  acted  on  by  all 

October,  witliout  any  further  indorsement  on  the  original  paj5»"»a"dthe 
^  arbitratormade 

judge's  order.  his  award  be- 

yond  the  time 

Adams  and  Bompas  Serjts.  shewed  cause.     The  time  lavement  but 
having  been  enlarged  by  a  judge's  order,  a  second  in-  within  the 

dorsement  was  unnecessary ;  and  it  is  doubtful  whether  ^^^  *°  further 

,      .  enlarged,  but 

the  arbitrator  had  authority  to  make  more  than  one.  The  nude  no  fur- 
time  for  making  an  award  may  be  enlarged  by  a  judge's  ther  indorse- 
1  .  i_  1  •  .  a.i_  '  I.     n*^nt  on  the 

order,  with  as   much  propriety  as  the  cause  may  be  original  order  t 

originally  referred  by  such  order.     But  even  if  it  were  Held,  that  he 

otherwise,  as  the  Plaintiff  himself  procured  the  order  ^  authority 

,  tor  making 

for  enlarging  the  time  at  the  arbitrator's  request^  and  hi,  award. 

S  4  as 
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as  he  never  assigned  the  want  of  authority  as  a  reason 
for  not  attending  the  meeting  of  the  21st  October^  he 
must  be  taken  to  have  assented  to  the  enlargement.  In 
T^e  King  (in  aid  of  Mitton)  v.  HiU(a\  where  the  de- 
fendants in  an  extent  in  aid  withdrew  their  pleas,  and 
suffered  judgment  to  be  entered  up  upon  an  agreement 
to  submit  to  arbitration  the  question  of  the  amount  of 
what  was  due  to  the  prosecutor,  provided  the  award 
should  be  made  by  a  given  time,  and  the  arbitrator  did 
not  make  his  award  till  after  the  expiration  of  a  further 
period,  to  which  it  had  been  agreed  to  extend  the  time  in 
consequence  of  the  Defendant  having  delayed  to  furnish 
him  with  the  name  of  a  trustee,  and  the  Defendant's 
solicitor  afterwards  wrote  a  letter,  requiring  that  the  ar- 
bitrator would  take  into  consideration  matters  not  before 
him  during  the  reference,  — it  was  held  by  the  Courty 
that  under  those  circumstances  the  delay  in  making  the 
award  had  not  invalidated  it,  for  that  the  conduct  of  the 
Defendant,  and  the  solicitor's  letter,  was  equivalent  to  a 
consent  to  extend  the  time.  And  in  Matson  v.  Tratc^r(&), 
an  award  was  held  good,  though  made  by  an  umpire^ 
the  arbitrators  having  no  authority  to  appoint  one,  and 
though  he  examined  the  parties  separately,  they  having 
attended  him  and  made  no  objection. 

Wilde.  The  judge's  second  order  was  no  sufficientX 
authority  for  enlarging  the  time,  at  least  without  an  in- 
dorsement by  the  arbitrator;  and  as  to  the  supposed 
assent  by  the  Plaintiff,  it  would  be  without  mutuali^, 
and,  therefore,  without  effect,  unless  accompanied  with 
an  assent  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant. 


TiKDAL  C.  J.  This  rule  must  be  discharged.  The 
objection  to  the  award  is,  that  according  to  the  power 
originally  delegated  to  the  arbitrator,  the  time  for  making 


{a)  yPHc<t  6^6^ 


(h)  iR.^Mood.ij. 


his 
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bis  award  could  only  be  enlarged  by  indorsement  in  his 
hand-writing.  It  seems  to  be  admitted  on  the  part  of 
the  PlaintifT,  that  such  a  power  is  not  confined  to  a 
single  enlargement  of  the  time;  but  it  is  urged  that 
there  is  here  no  indorsement  to  warrant  the  second 
enlargement.  If,  however,  it  appears  that  the  parties 
consented  to  make  an  application  for  a  judge's  order  to 
authorise  a  second  enlargement,  we  think  that  a  suffi- 
dently  formal  mode  of  concurring  in  the  enlargement  to 
warrant  the  arbitrator  in  proceeding;  and  the  only 
question  here  is,  Whether  there  be  sufficient  evidence  of 
such  concurrence.  Now  here  the  PlaintifT  concurs  in 
applying  for  the  order,  at  the  request  of  the  arbitrator; 
be  shews  a  readiness  to  act  under  it,  and  when  a  meet- 
ing is  appointed  absents  himself,  not  on  the  ground  that 
the  arbitrator  was  without  authority,  but  because  he 
had  been  unable  to  effect  a  meeting  of  certain  surveyors. 
As  to  the  mutuality  of  consent,  which  it  is  said  ought  to 
appear  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  to  make  the 
Plaintiff's  consent  available,  we  think  it  sufficiently 
appears  by  the  Defendant's  attending  the  meeting  in 
question. 


Leggett 

V. 
FiNLAY. 


Park  J.  and  Burrough  J.  concurred. 


Gaselee  J.  I  was  disposed  to  think  at  first  that 
this  enlargement  was  made  without  authority ;  but  upon 
hearing  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  I  think  a  suffi- 
cient authority  has  been  shewn.  It  is  clear  that  parties 
may  confer  a  sufficient  authority  by  consent; — as  by 
attending  meetings ;  —  and  here,  what  is  equivalent  to 
consent  has  taken  place  on  both  sides. 

Rule  discharged^ 
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1839. 

V  „  ■^■■■■/ 


Nov.  %o.  TOWLER  V.  ChATTEETON. 


PJaintifif  sued       ASSUMPSIT  for  the  agistment  of  cattle.    The  actioQ 

mHilaryitm,  ^^^  commenced  in  Hilaiij  term  1829.    At  the  trial 

i8i9>  on  a  . 

debt  which       before  Best  C.  J.,  Lincoln  Lent  assizes,  it  appeared  that 

accrued  more  the  debt  was,  at  the  time  the  action  commenced,  of  more 
SoreTHeld!  ^^^  8»x  years'  standing,  but  that  in  February  1828  the 
that  the  9  C  4.  Defendant  said  to  the  Plain tiiF's  brother,  ^^  1  owe  your 

c.  i4.>  which  bj.Qtiie|.  seven  or  eicht  pounds,  and  if  I  do,  he  shall 
came  into  .  .i,  i-        . 

operation  on      have  it ;  I  wish  that  nobody  should  lose  any  thmg  by 

the  i8t  Janu-  me."  And  at  another  time,  "  Your  brother  Ned  wants 
eluded  him       seven   or  eight  pounds   from  me :    we   must  settle  it. 

from  recover-    Nobody  shall  lose  by  me,"     The  jury  held  this  to  be  a 

mff  on  an  oral    -.-,^--,:^«.  «.^  ^««. 
^   .  promise  to  pay. 

promise  to  pay   ^  ^  '' 

the  debt,  made  On  the  part  of  the  Defendant  it  was  objected,  that  by 
by  Defendant  the  9  G.  4-.  c.  14.,  which  passed  May  ^.  1828,  but  by 
z8i8  section  10.  was  to  commence  and  take  effect  on  the  Ist  of 

January  1829,  it  is  enacted,  ^'  that  in  actions  of  debt,  or 
upon  the  case,  grounded  on  any  simple  contract,  no 
acknowledgment  or  promise  by  words  only  shall  be 
deemed  sufficient  evidence  of  a  new  or  continuing  con- 
tract, whereby  to  take  any  case  out  of  the  operation  of 
the  said  enactments  (statute  of  limitations,  9,\Jac.  I.e.  16.) 
or  either  of  them,  or  to  deprive  any  party  of  tlie  benefit 
thereof,  unless  such  acknowledgment  or  promise  shall 
be  made  or  contained  by  or  in  some  writing,  to  be 
signed  by  the  party  chargeable  thereby." 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  nonsuited  the  Plaintifl^  on 
the  ground  that  the  promise  should  have  been  in  writing, 
giving  to  the  Plaintiff  leave  to  move  to  set  the  nonsuit 
aside.     Accordingly 

Merewether  Serjt.,  in   Easter  term  last,    moved  the 

Court 
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Court  for  that  purpose,  contending  that  the  act  did  not        1829. 
apply  to  promises  made  before  the  1st  otjantiaty  1829 ;      ^      -  -^ 
there  was  no  express  provision  to  give  it  a  retrospective  ^, 

effect;  and  without  such  a  provision  the  Court  would  Chatterto»>' 
not  sanction  a  construction  which  all  the  text  writers  on 
law  had  deprecated  as  productive  of  injustice. 

Thus  Blackstoncy  after  reprobating  the  imperfect  pro- 
mulgation of  laws,  adds,  "  There  is  still  a  more  un- 
reasonable method  than  this,  which  is  called  making 
laws  ex  post  factoJ* — "All  law  should  be,  therefore, 
made  to  commence  injuturo^^  &c.  1  BL  Com.  46.  And 
it  has  been  expressly  laid  down  that  a  statute  made 
in  the  affirmative,  without  any  negative  express  or  im- 
plied, does  not  take  away  the  common  law.  4  Bac.  Ahr* 
641.  Lord  Coke^  in  commenting  on  the  statute  of 
Gloucester i  6  Ed.  1.  c.  78.  s.  3.,  at  the  words  '*  if  a  man 
alien  a  tenement,"  says,  "  This  extendeth  to  alienations 
made  after  the  statute,  and  fiot  before :  for  it  is  a  rule  of 
law  of  parliament  that  regularly  n&va  constitutio  Jiituris 
formam  imponere  debet  nan  prceteritisJ"  2  Inst.  292.  And, 
according  to  him,  "  an  act  of  parliament  shall  never  be 
so  construed  as  to  do  an  injustice."  S  Rep.  136  6.  (a) 
Gilmore  v.  Shuterip)  nearly  resembles  the  present  castf 
That  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  on  a  promise  that  in 
consideration  plaintifl^  at  the  request  of  H.  Shufer,  would 
marry  the  daughter  of  one  Harris^  Shuter  agreed  to 
give  plaintiff  in  his  lifetime,  or  leave  him  at  his  death, 
as  much  as  Hafris  should  give  in  portion  with  his. 
daughter.  Averment,  that  Harris  gave  in  portion  2000/., 
but  that  Shuter  omitted  to  fulfil  his  promise.  Plea,  non 
assumpsit.  The  jury  found,  in  a  special  verdict,  that 
the  promise  was  made  in  February  1676;  that  there 
was  no  note  or  writing ;  and  that  Shuter  died  in  August 

[a)  Sir    Franeis     Barring'     %SJboiv.iy*   %  Mod.  $10.   iLevm 
ton*t  case.  ^  %%y.     1  Ventr,  J30. 

(b)  Joneses  Rep,  108.  S.  C. 

1677. 
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1829.        1677.     The  ^9  Car.  2.  passed  in   1676;   was  read  a 

^      '  ■        third  time  in  the  House  of  Lords,  March  7-;  and  by 

9,  s.  4.    provided,    <<  That   from  and   after  the  24th  of 

Chattsrtoh*  June  1677,  no  action  shall  be  brought  whereby  to  charge 

any  person  upon  any  agreement  made  upon  consider- 
ation of  marriage,  &c.,  unless  the  agreement  upon  which 
such  action  shall  be  brought,  or  some  memorandum 
thereof,  shall  be  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  party,  or 
some  other  person  thereunto  by  him  lawfully  autho- 
rised." The  only  question  was,  whether  a  promise  made 
before  the  new  act,  but  to  be  performed  after,  would 
maintain  an  action  without  note  in  writing  ?  Maynard 
Seijt,  for  the  Defendant,  relied  on  the  express  words  of 
the  act,  than  which,  he  said,  nothing  could  be  plainer; 
and  it  was  never  heard  that  negative  words  in  a  statute 
introductivej  should  be  interpreted  against  the  express  let- 
ter. PoUexfen  for  the  Plaintiff.  *''The  penning  and  words 
of  the  statute  do  plainly  intend  only  promises  after  the 
24th  of  Junej  and  never  designed  a  retrospect  to  avoid 
marriage  agreements  made  and  concluded  at  any  time 
before.  No  act  of  parliament  shall  be  intended  to  be 
made  against  natural  justice^  as  it  would  be  if  this  act 
should  be  taken  literally,  for  then  good  and  legal  causes 
of  action  for  debts  and  other  things,  upon  promises 
made  upon  good  and  valuable  consideration,  would  be 
destroyed  and  utterly  taken  away  by  the  retrospect  of 
the  law,  which  nobody  could  divine  would  be  made." 
And  he  referred  to  the  Judges'  opinions  at  Setyeanfs 
Inn,  in  a  case  of  a  devise  of  land  without  three  wit- 
nesses, made  and  published  before  the  act,  where 
testator  died  after  the  act,  and  yet  it  was  held  good; 
though  it  is  no  devise  till  after  the  testator's  death. 
The  tide  and  style  of  the  act  was  plain  enough ;  that 
designed  only  a  prospect  for  the  future,  for  it  was  for 
the  "  prevention  of  frauds."     The  whole  Court  (except 

Twisdenj 
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Ttmsdefij  who,  being  sick,  was  absent,)  were  of  opinion        1829. 
that  the  action  lay  notwithstandinir  the  act;   and  the     \^  ^  ~^ 
justices  agreed  unanimously  that  the  act  did  not  ex-  ^, 

tend  to  promises  before  the  2^th  of  Juney  and  judg-  Chaiterton. 
meat  was  given  for  the  Plaintiff.  They  said  that  by 
an  easy  transposition  of  the  words  of  the  act,  a  con- 
struction agreeable  to  justice  might  be  made,  viz.  where 
the  words  arey  '^  after  the  24th  of  JunCf  no  action  shall 
be  brought  for  a  promise  of  marriage  without  note  or 
writing,"  &c.,  the  words  so  transposed,  ^^  no  action 
shall  be  brought  for  any  promise  after  the  24th  of 
Jim^,"  there  is  no  retrospect  or  other  injury  to  any  one; 
and  it  is  usual  to  make  such  transposition  of  words  to 
make  private  contracts  agree  with  the  intention  of  the 
parties ;  as  upon  a  lease  dated  26th  of  March  for  years, 
rendering  rent  at  the  Annunciation  and  Michaelmas,  dur- 
ing the  term,  the  first  rent  shall  be  paid  at  Michaelmas. 
A  fortiori,  to  make  acts  of  parliament  not  repugnant  to 
common  justice. 

In  Couch  q.  t.  v.  Jeffiies  (a),  in  an  action  for  a  penalty 
for  not  paying  the  stamp-duty  on  an  indenture  of  ap- 
prenticeship, after  a  verdict  for  Plaintiff,  a  motion  was 
made  to  stay  the  judgment,  on  the  ground  that  Defend- 
ant had  since  paid  the  duties  under  the  9  G.  3.  c.  37.  s.  4., 
which  discharges  the  penalty  on  payment  of  the  duties 
hy  Sept.  \.  1769.  The  action  was  brought  and  tried 
before  the  making  of  that  act ;  and  the  question  was, 
Whether  the  act  should  relate  to  actions  commenced 
before  the  first  day  of  the  session  in  which  it  passed  ? 
There  was  no  proviso  to  save  actions  already  com- 
menced, but  Lord  Mansfield  said,  *^  Here  is  a  right 
vested ;  and  it  is  not  to  be  imagined  that  the  legislature 
could,  by  general  words,  mean  to  take  it  away  from  the 
person  in  whom  it  was  so  legally  vested,  and  who  had 

{a)  4  Burr.  2460. 

been 
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been  at  a  great  deal  of  cost  and  charge  in  prosecutitlg. 
They  certainly  meant  future  actions/'     The  rule  was 
^,  discharged.     Gilmore  v.  Shuter  was  recognised  in  this 

Crattxrtok*  case  as  an   authority.     In   Wilkinson  v.  Meyer  {a\  an 

action  of  covenant  on  an  indenture  for  the  transfer  of 
South  Sea  stock,  the  defendant  having  pleaded,  that  the 
contract  was  not  duly  roistered  according  to  7  6. 1. 
Stat.  2.  5. 8.,  which  was  passed  subsequently  to  the 
date  of  the  indenture,  Raymond  J.  said,  ^^  that  this  act 
being  ex  post  facto^  the  construction  of  the  words  ought 
not  not  to  be  strained,  in  order  to  defeat  a  contract,  to 
the  benefit  whereof  the  party  was  well  entitled  at  the 
time  the  contract  was  made,"  and  judgment  was  given 
for  the  plaintiff. 

The  Court  granted  a  rule  nisi^  against  which 

Adams  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  He  relied  on  the  ex-» 
press  and  unqualified  language  of  the  statute,  and  paF- 
ticularly  on  the  clause  by  which  its  operation  was  post-^ 
poned  from  the  day  on  which  it  passed  to  the  1st  of 
January  1829,  apparently  with  the  express  intention  of 
permitting  the  successful  prosecution  of  actions  actually 
commenced  at  the  time  the  act  passed. 

Mereweiher  was  heard  in  support  of  his  rule,  and  the 
cause  stood  over  till  this  term. 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  this  day  delivered  as 
follows  by 

Park  J.  This  was  an  action  brought  for  the  agist- 
ment of  cattle.  The  debt  was,  at  the  time  of  the  action 
brought,  of  above  six  years'  standing. 

The  evidence  was,  that  the  Defendant  was  at  the 
house  of  the  witness  in  February  1828,  and  said  "I  owe 

(fl)  Ld.  Raym.  135a. 

your 
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jour  brother  seven  or  eight  pounds,  and  if  I  do  he  shall        1829. 

have  it,  I  wish  that  nobody  should  lose  any  thing  by 

me;"  at  another  time  Defendant  said,  <^  your  brother 

Ned  wants  seven  or  eight  pounds  from  me,  we  must  Chatterton* 

settle  it,  nobody  shall  lose  by  me." 

The  action  was  not  brought  till  Hilary  term  of  the 
present  year. 

If  this  verbal  promise  was  good,  the  promise  was 
within  six  years,  but  more  than  six  years  since  the 
cause  of  action  first  accrued  had  elapsed  when  the 
action  was  brought;  and  it  was  insisted,  that  the 
Plaintiff  could  not  recover,  for  that,  by  the  statute  of 
9G.  4.  c.  14.,  commonly  called  Lord  Tenierden^s  act, 
in  cases  of  simple  contract,  no  acknowledgement  or 
promise  by  words  only  shall  be  deemed  sufficient  evi* 
dence  of  a  new  or  continuing  contract,  whereby  to  take 
any  case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  said  enactment, 
(that  is  the  statute  of  limitations,)  or  to  deprive  any 
party  of  the  benefit  thereof,  unless  suck  acknoxdedgement 
or  promise  shall  be  made  or  contained  by^  or  in  some 
*mriting  to  be  signed  by  the  party  chargeable  thereby. 

On  the  other  hand  it  was  said,  that,  as  the  promise  by 
iBords  in  this  case  was  made  before  the  operation  of  the  new 
statute,  the  action  was  maintainable.  Lord  Chief  Justice 
Best  took  the  opinion  of  the  jury,  whether  the  words 
proved  amounted  to  a  promise  to  pay.  They  said  they 
(lid.  His  Lordship  then  nonsuited  the  Plaintiff,  on  the 
ground  that  the  promise  should  have  been  in  writing 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  new  act,  giving  the 
Plaintifi'  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  sum 
in  proof,  if  this  Court  should  differ  from  him. 

But  my  Brothers  Burrougk  and  Gaselee  think,  and  I 
agree  with  them,  that  this  action,  not  having  been 
brought  till  Hilary  term  1829,  and  this  act  having 
begun  to  run  firom  the  1st  January  in  the  present  year, 
cannot  be  maintained  upon  a  verbal  promise. 

,  Every 
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1829.  Every  man  who  has  attended  a  court  of  justice  for 

'  ■  '      some  years,  must  have  observed  how  very  vaguely  and 

^^  loosely  many  of  these  verbal  promises,  which  were  to  take 

CuATTBRTQi^.  a  casc,  as  it  was  called,  out  of  the  statute  of  limitatioM» 

were  proved;  and  therefore  it  well  became  him,  who 
introduced  this  act,  to  endeavour  to  provide  a  remedy 
for  so  great  an  evil. 

The  words  of  the  enactment  which  I  have  read,  had 
they  stood  alone,  would  probably  have  had  immediate 
effect  from  the  very  day  the  bill  passed,  viz.,  the  9th  of 
Mai/.  Nay,  according  to  the  old  rule,  which  we  all 
know  prevailed  some  years  ago,  it  would  have. had  its 
operation  from  the  first  day  of  the  session  of  parliameDt. 
But  the  noble  mover  of  this  act,  in  order  to  obviate  what 
might  by  many  be  deemed  a  hardship,  introduced  a 
clause,  (now  the  tenth  section  of  the  statute)  declariog' 
that  this  act  should  not  take  effect  till  the  1st  of  Januofy 
following,  thereby  giving  all  persons  in  possession,  of 
such  parol  promises,  seven  months  and  more  in  which 
to  bring  their  actions,  founded  on  such  promises,  if  they 
should  be  so  minded. 

If  we  were  not  to  give  the  act  this  construcdon,  it 
would  follow  that  if  a  man  obtained  a  verbal  promise  a 
day  or  two  before  the   1st  of  January ^  he  would  still-: 
have  six  years,  at  any  time  within  which,    he  might 
bring  his  action. 

The  case  of  Gilmour  v.  Shuter  was  pressed  upon  the » 
Court  to  shew  that  an  act  of  parliament,  viz.  the  statute  ^ 
of  frauds  should  not  have  a  retrospective  operation. 

But  upon  looking  at  that  case,  and  the  statute  to 
which  it  refers,  I  do  not  think  it  can  govern  our  pre-; 
sent  decision :  because  the  statute  now  under  review 
prevents  all  the  mischief  which  the  Judges  in  the  case 
in  Jones  contemplated,  by  giving  due  notice  that  this 
law  should  have  no  operation  till  the  1st  Januaryy  nearly 
eight  months  after  its  enactment. 

But 
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But  the  present  decision  is  not  the  first,  nor  the       1829. 
second  that  has  been  made  upon  this  very  statute,  car-     xowlbr 
rying  it  farther  than  the  facts  of  this  case  require  us  to  v* 

.  do  at  present.  Chattkrton. 

The  first  I  shall  mention,  though  last  in  point  of 
time,  was  the  decision  of  a  very  profound  lawyer, — a  very 
strong  and  clear-headed  man,  my  much  valued  and  ex- 
cellent friend,  whose  early  and  unexpected  loss  to  the 
world  in  his  judicial  capacity,  the  whole  profession  and 
every  good  man  must  deeply  deplore,  —  I  mean  the  late 
Mr.  Baron  HuUock.  At  Carlislei  on  the  5th  March  last, 
in  a  cause  of  Kirkhaugh  v.  Herbert^  he  nonsuited  the 
plaintifl^  though  the  action  had  been  commenced  before 
the  first  of  January ,  because  he  had  only  a  parol  pro- 
mise  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  statute. 

But  where  can  we  look  to  a  better  authority  on  the 
subject,  than  to  the  noble  Lord  who  framed  the  law, 
and  brought  it  into  parliament.  Lord  Teruerden^  at 
the  sittings  after  last  Hilary  term,  at  Guildhall^  non- 
suited the  plaintiff,  where  the  action  had  been  com- 
menced before  the  1st  of  January^  and  a  parol  promise 
made  before  that  day  was  offered  in  evidence  to  take 
the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations ;  his  Lordship 
holding  that  the  statute  applied,  and  that  the  parol 
promise  was  insufficient. 

In  these  two  cases  it  will  be  observed,  that  the  action 
was  brought  before^  though  not  tried  till  after  the  statute 
had  b^un  to  operate ;  and,  therefore,  in  that  respect, 
they  are  stronger  than  the  case  at  bar. 

We  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  in  this  case  the 
role  for  setting  aside  the  nonsuit  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Ndv.  ao.  ClARKSON  V.  LaWSON. 

libel.  De-  ^H£  declaration  stated,  that,  whereas  the  Plaintiff 
todant  pub-  ^^  ^^  ^j^^  ^f  ^^  committing  the  several  griev* 

/Fljuntiffya        ances  by  the  Defendant,  as    thereinafter    mentionedt 
proctor,  liad      bad  been  and  was  •  and  still  is  one  of  the  proctors 

ed  three  times   g®'*®'^*^  exercent  of  the  Arches  Court  of  CasUerburj^^ 

perquod)m     and   Other  ecclesiastical  and  maritime  counts  in  Doc* 

neighbours       ^^>^  Commons^  and  had,  used,  exercised,  and  carried  on 

were  led  to  ,  . 

think  he  had     ^^  profession  and  the  business  of  a  proctdr  with  great 

been  guilty  of  credit  and  reputation,  and  had  thereby  acquired  gregt 
Plea,  that  he  6^^^  profits,  and  advantages,  and  as  such  proctor  had 
had  been  tus-  always  conducted  himself  with  great  honesty  and  in* 
pended  once  tegrity ;  yet  the  Defendant  well  knowing  the  premise8» 
Held  ill.      '    but  greatly  envying  the  happy  state  and  condition  of 

the  Plaiotifi^  and  contriving  and  wickedly  and  mali- 
cioMsIy  intending  to  injure  the  Plaintiff  in  his  said 
good  name,  fame,  and  credit,  and  in  his  said  profession 
or  business,  and  to  bring  him  into  public  scandal, 
infamy,  and  disgrace  with  and  amongst  all  his  neigh- 
bours and  other  good  and  worthy  subjects  of  this 
kingdom,  and  to  vex,  harass,  oppress,  impoverish,  and 
wholly  ruin  him  the  Plaintiff,  theretofore,  to  wft,  on,  &€• 
at,  &C.,  falsely,  wickedly,  and  maliciously  did  publish  and 
cause  and  procure  to  be  publishcid  of  and  concerning  the 
Plainti£^  and  of  and  concerning  him  in  his  said  profes- 
sion or  business,  a  certain  false,  scandalous,  malicioiM^ 
and  d^matory  libel,  containing,  amongst  other  things, 
the  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  defamatory,  and  libel- 
lous matter  following,  of  and  concerning  the  Plain- 
tiff, and  of  and  concerning  him  in  his  said  profession  or 

buainess. 
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business,  that  is  to  say,  —  **  With  f'espect  to  the  em- 
ployment of  proctors,  it  was  strange  that  Mr.  Peddle, 
who  now  changed  his  proctor,  should  have  gone  from 
Mr.  Toller  to  Mr.  JV»  Geery  junior,  (thereby  meaning 
the  said  Plaintiff),  who  had  been  suspended  three  times, 
once  by  Liord  Stowell,  and  twice  by  Sir  John  NichoH; 
he  was  anxious  to  particularize  his  (thereby  meaning  the 
said  Plaintiff's)  name,  in  order  to  distinguish  him  from 
others  who  did  not  wish  to  be  confounded  with  him : " 
and  that  the  Defendant,  further  contriving  and  intend- 
ing as  aforesaid,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c. 
fidsely,  wickedly,  and  maliciously  did  publish  a  certain 
other  fiilse,  scandalous,  malicious,  and  defamatory  libel 
of  and  concerning  the  Plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning 
him  in  his  said  profession  or  business,  in  the  form  of  and 
as  a  letter  addressed  to  the  editor  of  the  Times  news- 
paper, in  which  said  letter  was  and  is  contained,  amongst 
other  things,  the  false,  scandalous,  defamatory,  and  libel-^ 
lous  matter  following,  that  is  to  say,  —  **  Sir,  Ck>mmon 
justice  will,  I  am  satisfied,  induce  you  to  correct  a  mis- 
print in  youf  paper  of  this  day  in  your  report  of  Dr. 
lAishington^s  speech  upon  the  subject  of  the  charge 
against  Sir  John  NichoU,  in  which  you  represent  him 
as  stating,  that  Mr.  fV.  Qeery  junior  was  the  proctor 
who  had  been  thrice  suspended  from  practice  for  ex- 
tortion ;  that  person.  Sir,  was  William  Geering  Clarkson, 
(meaning  the  said  Plaintiff),  and  not.  Sir,  your  humble 
servant,  William  G^^ junior:" 

By  means  of  the  committing  of  which  said  several 
grievances  by  the  Defendant  as  aforesaid,  the  Plaintiff 
had  been  greatly  injured  in  his  said  good  name,  fame, 
and  credit,  and  brought  into  public  scandal,  infamy,  and 
disgrace  with  and  amongst  all  his  neighbours  and  other 
good  and  worthy  subjects  of  this  realm,  in  so  much  that 
divers  of  those  neighbours^  to  whom  the  innocence  and 

T  S  integrity 
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integrity  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  premises  were  unr 
known,  had,  on  account  of  the  committing  of  the  said 
grievances  by  the  Defendant  as  aforesaid,  from  thenoe 
hitherto  suspected  and  believed,  and  still  did  suspect  and 
believe  the  Plaintiff  to  have  been  and  to  be  a  person 
guUty  of  extortion,  and  had,  by  reason  of  the  com- 
mitting of  the  said  grievances  by  the  Defendant  as  afore- 
said, from  thence  hitherto  wholly  refused  and  still  did 
refuse  to  have  any  transaction,  acquaintance,  or  dis- 
course with  the  Plaintiff,  as  they  were  before  used  and 
accustomed  to  have,  and  otherwise  would  have  had;  and 
also  by  reason  thereof  the  Plaintiff  had  been  and  was 
greatly  prejudiced  in  his  credit  and  reputation  aforesaid^ 
and  had  been  greatly  vexed,  harassed,  and  oppressed 
and  impoverished,  and  had  also  lost  and  been  deprived 
of  divers  great  gains  or  profits  which  would  otherwise 
have  arisen  and  accrued  to  him  in  his  said  profession  or 
business,  and  had  been  and  was  otherwise  much  injured 
and  damnified  therein,  to  wit,  at,  &c. 

The  Defendant  pleaded  —  as  to  the  publishing  the 
said  several  supposed  libellous  matters  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned,  €u:tio  non^  because  the  Plaintiff 
before  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.  in  the  said  de- 
claration mentioned,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  had  been  employed 
in  the  way  of  his  aforesaid  profession  and  business  of  a 
proctor  by  one  Thomas  GiUart^  and  afterwards  and 
before  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.  to  wit,  on,  &c. 
falsely,  fraudulently,  end  extortionately  demanded  of  and 
from  the  said  Thomas  Gillart^  as  and  for  the  sum  of  money 
jusdy  due  to  him  the  Plaintiff  from  the  said  Thomas  Gil- 
lart  for  the  work  and  labour  of  him  the  Plaintiff,  as  such 
proctor,  done,  performed,  and  bestowed  in  and  about  the 
business  of  the  said  Thomas  GiUart  in  pursuance  of  the 
aforesaid  employment,  and  for  the  fees  and  disburse- 
ments due  and  made  to  and  by  him,  as  such  proctor,  in 

respect 
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respect  thereof,  a  certain  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the 
sam  of  19/.  145.  4£?.,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
sum  of  money  then  and  there  justly  due  to  him  in  that 
behalf,  then  and  there  amounted  to  a  much  less  sum 
of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  9/.  195.  Sd.i  and  the 
Defendant  further  said,  that  afterwirds,  and  before  the 
said  several  times  when,  &c.  to  wit,  on,  8cc.  Sir  J,  Nicholl 
Knight,  then  being  Judge  of  the  Prerogative  Court 
of  Canterbury^  caused  the  aforesaid  false,  fraudulent^ 
and  extortionate  demand  to  be  taxed  by  the  proper 
officers  of  the  said  court  in  that  behalf,  to  wit,  the  Rev. 
George  Moorey  Charles  Moore  Esquire,  and  the  Rev. 
Bobert  Moore^  registrars  of  the  said  court,  and  that  the 
said  officers  by  their  deputy  in  that  behalf,  did  after* 
wai'ds,  and  before  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.  to 
wit,  on,  &c.  report  in  the  said  court  to  the  said  Sir «/. 
Nicholl  as  and  being  such  Judge  as  aforesaid,  according 
to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  said  court,  that  upoil 
such  taxation  of  the  aforesaid  false,  fraudulent,  and  ex- 
tortionate demand,  a  small  part  thereof,  to  wit,  the  sum 
of  9/.  195.  Sd*  only  had  been  found  justly  due  to  the 
Plaintiff  from  the  said  Thomas  Gillart:  and  that 
'thereupon,  by  reason  of  the  premises  afterwards  and 
before  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.  to  wit,  on,  &c. 
the  said  Sir  John  Nicholl^  as  and  being  Judge  of  the 
said  court,  did  order,  direct,  and  adjudge  to  be 
suspended,  and  did  suspend  the  Plaintiff  from  ex- 
ercising the  business  of  a  proctor  in  the  said  court  for 
and  during  the  space  of  one  year  then  next  following, 

and  did  then  and  there  direct,  that  at  the  expiration  of 

• 

the  said  space  of  one  year,  that  the  Plaintiff  should  be 
farther  suspended  until  he  should  appear  and  publicly 
make  faithful  promise  to  abstain  from  all  malpractices 
in  the  future  exercise  of  his  busifless  as  a  proctor  in  the 
said  court :   and  that  the  said  Sir  J.  Nicholl  and  Sir 
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John  NichoU  in  the  s^id  supposed  libel  named,  are  oiie 
and  the  same  person :  whereupon  tlie  Defendant  afti«>- 
wards,  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.  did  pubUah 
and  cause  and  procure  to  be  published  the  said  supposed 
libellous  matters  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  as 
be  lawfully  might  fi)r  the  cause  aforesaid,  which  are  the 
same  publishing  and  causing  and  procuring  to  be  pttl>- 
lished  the  said  supposed  libellous  matters  as  are  in  tbe 
said  declaration  mentioned.     . 

There  was  a  second  plea  to  the  same  effect. 

Demurrer  and  joinder. 


Cross  Serjt.  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  objected  that 
the  pleas  were  bad,  because  they  professed  to  furnish  i^ 
answer  to  the  whole  of  the  charges  set  out  in  the  de- 
claration, but  in  effect  answered  only  a  part,  nothing 
having  been  said  as  to  the  extortion,  or  the  alleged  sus- 
pension by  Lord  Stowell. 


Wilde  Serjt.  in  support  of  the  pleas.  The  pleas  most 
be  viewed  with  reference  to  the  declaration^  and  if  they 
answer  the  sting  and  substance  of  the  libel  as  pointed 
out  by  the  declaration,  are  sufficient.  Here  the  Plaintiff 
has  alleged,  as  the  consequence  of  the  libel,  that  the 
public  had  suspected  him  to  be  a  person  guilty  of  eae- 
tortion,  and  to  have  been  on  that  account  suspended 
from  the  exercise  of  his  functions.  In  his  own  view  of 
the  case,  therefore,  the  charge  against  him  would  have 
been  supported  if  the  Defendant  had  shewn  that  be  bad 
committed  extortion,  in  the  ordinary  sense  of  the  tenAi 
and  had  been  suspended.  Supposing  him  to  have  been 
once  so  decidedly  fixed  with  the  misconduct  imputed^ 
the  discredit  into  which  he  must  thereupon  have  fallen 
would  not  be  materially  aggravated  by  a  knowledge 
that  the  ofifence  had   been  repeated.     In  Edwards  v. 

Bdl 
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Bdl{a)  the  declaration  charged  the  defendant  with  pub* 
lishing  the  following  libel  against  the  plaintifi^  a  dissenting 
minister :  —  ^^  A  serious  misunderstanding  has  recently 
taken  place  amongst  the  independent  dissenters  of  GreeU 
Marlaw  and  their  pastor,  in  consequence  of  some  per«« 
sonal  invectives  publicly  thrown  from  the  pulpit  by  the 
latter,  against  a  young  lady  of  distinguished  merit  and 
spotless  reputation.  We  understand,  however,  that  the 
matter  is  to  be  taken  up  seriously."  The  Defendant 
pleaded  that  the  Plaintiff,  whilst  officiating  as  minister, 
published  from  a  part  of  a  chapel  assigned  to  him 
as  minister  for  the  delivery  of  a  sermon,  to  and  in 
the  presence  of  his  congregation  of  and  concerning 
one  j9f.  P^  a  teacher  of  a  certain  Sunday  school, 
the  scandalous  words  following :  —  *^  I  have  something 
to  say  which  I  have  thought  of  saying  for  some  time^ 
namely,  the  improper  conduct  of  one  of  the  female 
teachers;  her  name  is  Miss  Fair ;  her  conduct  is  a  bad 
example  and  disgrace  to  the  school ;  and  if  any  of  the 
children  dare  ask  her  to  go  home  she  shall  be  turned 
out  of  the  school,  and  never  enter  it  again :  Miss  Fair 
does  more  harm  than  good : "  and  thereby  gave  great 
offence  to  divers  of  the  dissenters,  to  wit,  one  A.  B.j  and 
one  C.  2).,  and  occasioned  serious  misunderstanding 
amongst  the  dissenters.  A  verdict  having  been  given 
for  Defendant  upon  this  plea,  it  was  held,  upon 
motion  to  enter  a  verdict  for  Plaintiff  non  obstante 
veredicto^  that  the  plea  was  a  sufficient  answer  to  the 
libel  charged,  although  it  was  objected  that  the  libel 
alleged  the  misunderstanding  to  be  among  the  in^^' 
dependent  dissenters  and  their  pastor,  and  the  plea 
justified  only  a  misunderstanding  occasioned  among  the 
dissenters.     Giffbrd  C.  J.  said,  '^  It  has  been  objected 
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that  the  libel  alleges  a  misunderstanding  to  hare  arisen 
between  the  pastor  and  his  congregation,  while  the 
justification  alleges  the  misunderstanding  to  have  existed 
only  amongst  the  congregation  ;  but  even  in  that  resp^t 
the  plea  substantially  supports  the  statement  contained 
in  the  libel,  and  the  rule  which  has  been  obtained  for 
the  Plaintiff  must  be  discharged.*'  Park  J.  said,  '^  As 
to.  the  allegation  touching  the  misunderstanding  between 
the  congregation  and  their  pastor,  the  gist  of  it  has 
been  completely  met  in  the  language  of  the  plea." 
And  Burrough  J.  said,  ^'  No  person  can  use  the  pulpit 
for  the  purpose  of  invective  against  individuals,  and  the 
Defendants  were  entitled  to  justify  in  this  action,  by 
shewing  that  what  they  had  alleged  against  the  Plaintiff 
in  that  respect,  was  borne  out  in  fact.  In  such  a  case, 
it  is  sufficient  if  the  substance  of  the  libellous  statement 
be  justified ;  it  is  unnecessary  to  repeat  every  word  which 
might  have  been  the  subject  of  the  original  comment. 
As  much  must  be  justified  as  meets  the  sting  of  the 
charge,  and  if  any  thing  be  contained  in  the  chaige 
which  does  not  add  to  the  sting  of  it,  that  need  not  be 
justified." 


,  TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  libel  as  set  out  in  this  deda- 
ration,  alleges  that  the  Plaintiff  being  a  proctor, 
was  suspended  from  his  office  three  times:  twice 
by  Sir  J.  Nichollj  and  once  by  Lord  Stawell.  It 
also  charges  him  with  having  been  guilty  of  extortiom 
The  plea  begins  by  professing  to  be  an  answer  to  the 
whole  declaration.  ^^  As  to  the  said  several  supposed- 
libellous  matters  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  the* 
said  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  or  maintain  his  aforesaid 
action."  It  professes,  therefore,  to  justify  the  allegation, 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  suspended  three  times  :  but 
it  justifies  only  to  the  extent  of  one  of  the  suspensions, 

namely. 


IN  THE  Tenth  Year  of  GEO.  IV.   . 


27B 


tiamely,  that  upon  proof  of  an  improper  charge  "  Sir 
John  NichoUj  as  judge  of  the  said  Court,  did  order, 
direct,  and  adjudge,  to  be  suspended,  and  did  suspend 
the  said  Plaintiff  from  exercising  the  business  of  a 
proctor  in  the  said  Court,  for  and  during  the  space  of 
one  year."  Therefore,  looking  at  the  plea  and  the  decla- 
ration, the  plea  seems  to  fall  clearly  within  that  class  of 
cases,  in  which  it  has  been  held  that  a  plea  is  bad  if  it 
profess  to  be  an  answer  to  the  whole  of  a  declaration, 
and  answers  only  a  part.  It  has  been  urged,  indeed, 
that  it  is  sufficient  if  the  sting  and  substance  of  the 
libel  be  answered,  and  that  the  discredit  attaching  to  a 
single  suspension  from  office  is  not  substantially  aggra- 
vated by  a  repetition  of  similar  reproof.  I  cannot  but 
think,  however,  that  if  a  party  be  believed  to  have  com- 
mitted three  distinct  offences,  his  character  is  much 
more  deeply  affected  than  if  he  has  only  been  charged 
with  the  commission  qf  one.  The  plea,  therefore,  does 
not  justify  the  whole  of  the  charge  contained  in  the  libel ;. 
and  it  falls  within  the  rule  of  those  decisions  where  it 
has  been  laid  down,  that  a  plea  which  professes  to  justify 
the  whole,  if  in  effect  it  justifies  only  a  part,  is  bad  :  as 
in  Jofies  v.  GiHings  (a),  where  the  libel  having  charged 
the  Plaintiff  with  having  stolen  cloth  and  velvet,  a  plea 
which  justified  the  accusation  only  as  to  taking  the 
velvet,  was  holden  ill.  The  first  plea  here,  after  pro- 
fessing to  answer  the  whole,  omits  two  specific  charges, 
and  is  therefore  bad.  The  second  plea  falls  within  the 
same  rule. 


1829. 


Clarkso^ 

LAWS(»f. 


Park  J.  The  case  of  Edwards  v.  BeU  is  clearly  dis- 
tinguishable. If  the  preacher  there  had  stated  three 
specific  facts  in  his  discourse,  and  the  justification  had 


{a)  Cro*  Bliz*  239.  cited  in  Craft  v.  £#/V^,  z  JVms.  Saund.  2144  ^* 
note. 

gone 
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gone  to  only  one  of  them}  the  case  might  have  been 
applicable  to  the  present ;  but  it  has  no  bearing  whatever^ 
because  the  matter  not  touched  on  by  the  plea  formed 
no  part  of  the  charge  against  the  plaintiff. 

I  cannot  agree  in  the  position  that  the  Plaintiff's  cha- 
racter would  not  have  fallen  into  lower  discredit  by  the 
imputation  of  repeated  offences  than  by  the  imputation 
of  one'  only^  A  roan  who  makes  one  slip,  and  is  sua- 
prided,  perhaps  under  the  strict  letter  of  some  rule  of 
court,  but  who  is  afterwards  reinstated  upon  a  pro- 
per submbsion  and  a  promise  of  correct  conduct  for  the 
future,  cannot  be  said  to  stand  on  the  same  footing  with 
one  who  has  been  suspended  three  times  for  repeated 
misconduct  The  libel  here  states  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
been  once  suspended  by  Lord  Staaoell  and  twice  by  Sir 
J.NichoUs  but  as  far  as  appears  by  the  plea,  he  was 
never  suspended  by  Lord  StauielL  The  plea,  therefore^ 
is  ill,  having  undertaken  to  justify  the  whole,  and 
justifying  only  a  part  of  the  libel  complained  of. 


BuRRouGH  J.  It  is  a  settled  rule  of  law,  that  pi 
are  entire,  and  if  bad  in  part  are  bad  for  the  whole. 
The  Defendant  having  professed  to  answer  the. whole 
declaration,  and  having  answered  only  a  part,  his  plea 
is  bad  altogether. 


Gaselee  J.    The  case  is  so  clear  that  I  was  surprised 
to  find  it  argued. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff. 
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Ash  and  Wife  and  Watts,  Conusors  j  Gye,        ^(»v.  %o. 

Conusee. 

T^Y  a  marriage  settlement,  bearing  date  in  1807,  pro-  fine  permitted 

perty  belonging  to  Mrs.  Ash  and  her  sister  Lucy  J^  P**  ^  ^_* 

WaUsj   two  of  the  conusors,  was  settled  on  Mr.  Ash  two  years  pre- 

for  life,  remainder  to  his  children  by  Mrs.  Ash^  in  such  ^^"•»  "P°° 

1  t  -r         itr         111  payment  of  the 

proportions  as  she  and  Ljucy  Watts  should  appomt  pur-  king't  silver, 

snant  to  a  power  reserved  in  the  deed  of  settlement ;  «U  surviving 

and  a  fine  was  levied  as  above  to  enure  to  the  uses  of  ^J"^*""!!!. 

ea  consenting, 

the  settlement.     In   Trinity  term  1807,   this  fine  pro-  upon  its  being 

oeeded  as  far  as  the  allocatur^  and  the  king's  silver  was  ■"•J'^>  ^*' 

compounded  for ;  but  before  it  was  paid,  the  clerk  of  ti^e  parties, 

the  solicitor  who  was   concerned  in  the  business,  ab-  die  dcric  in« 

sconded,  taking  the  money  with  him,  and  omitting  to  *    ^.^  j.  r^ 

disclose  to  his  employer  that  the  fine  had  not  passed,  sconded  with 

of  which  all  parties  remained  imorant  till  within  a  few  "^"'•y  *a« 

,  trusted  to  hiin 

days  of  this  term,  when  the  discovery  was  made  acci-  for  payment 

dentally.  of  the  king's 

Mrs.  Ash  and   Ijjcy    Watts  made  appointments   in  ^^^  ^vment 
favour  of  Mrs.  AsK^  children  by  Mr.  Ash^  pursuant  to  alone  was 

the  powers  contained  in  the  deed  of  settlement,  and  ^"^*"^"8f  ^\ 

complete  the 
shortly   afterwards   both   died,   JLucy  Watts  being  un-  goe. 

married. 


Taddy  Serjt.,  upon  affidavits  of  these  facts,  and  that  all 
parties  interested  (including  one  of  the  children,  who  de- 
posed that  he  was  the  heir  of  Mrs.  Ash  and  oiLucy  Watts^) 
were  consenting  to  the  applicatipn,  now  moved,  that 
upon  payment  of  the  king's  silver,  this  fine  might  pass  as 
oi  Trinity  term  1807;  and  he  cited  Moule  v.  Eyl€s{a)j 

\a)  X  B.  M,  125. 

and 
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!iT'^^^r^ ^   of  his  application. 
The  Fine  of  ^^ 

Ash  and 

Watts.  The  Court  took  time  to  consider,  and  now  said,  that 

under  the  circumstances,  they  thought  it  reasonable  the 

fine  should  pass  as  prayed. 

Fiat. 


Nirv.  %u 


Kay  v.  Groves. 


«  I  hereby 
agree  to  be 
answerable  to 
iC  for  the 
amount  of  five 
sacks  of  flour, 
to  beddivered 
to  7.,  payable 
in  one  month. 
Nov.  1 8. 

Held  to  be 
a  guaranty  for 
floury  not  ex- 
ceeding five 
sacks  delivered 
at  one  time, 
and  not  a  con- 
tinuing gua- 
ranty for  par- 
cels delivered 
at  various  sub- 
sequent pe- 
riods, though 
not  exceeding 
in  the  whole 
five  sacks. 


ASSUMPSIT  on  the  following  guaranty:  — 

"  I  hereby  agree  to  be  answerable  to  Mr.  Kay  for 
the  amount  of  five  sacks  of  flour  to  be  delivered  to 
Mr.  W.  Taylor^  Grai/s  Inn  Lane  Roady  payable  in  one 
month. 

"  Thomas  Groves. 
"  Naoember  18,  1828.' 


» 


At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Middlesex  sittings 
after  Trinity  term,  it  was  proved,  that  on  the  19th  of 
November  1828,  the  Plaintiff  delivered  to  Taylor  five 
sacks  of  flour.  On  the  21st  he  delivered  five  more.  On 
the  24th,  Taylor  sent  back  three  and  a  half  sacks  out  of 
the  first  five,  as  being  of  a  bad  quality,  and  three  and  a 
half  other  sacks  were  supplied  that  day. 

For  the  first  parcel  Taylor  gave  a  return-ticket  to  the 
PlaintifPs  carman,  as  follows :  — 

"  Received  from  Mr.  Kay^ 

"  On  account  of  Mr.  Groves^ 
"  Five  sacks  whites. 

"  W.  Taylor." 


The 
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The  return-ticket  given  for  the  second  parcel  was,  —        1829. 
"  Received  from  Symoris  Wharfs 

"  Five  sacks  flour  (Balls) 
**  On  account  of  Mr.  Kay. 

«  W.  Taylor." 

The  Defendant  paid  into  court  S/.  17^.,  the  price  of  a 
sack  and  a  half  of  flour,  and  called  a  witness,  who  stated 
that  he  and  the  Plaintifi*  had  agreed  to  supply  Taylor 
with  five  or  ten  sacks  each. 

The  Chief  Justice,  observing  that  the  Plaintifi*  liad 
proved  no  second  order  from  the  Defendant,  nor  any 
agreement  on  his  part  that  three  and  a  half  sacks  should 
be  substituted  on  the  24ih  Xewember  for  three  and  a  half 
sacks  delivered  on  the  19th,  and;to  be  paid  for  within  a 
month  from  that  day,  left  it  to  the  jury  to  determine, 
whether  the  delivery  on  the  24th  was  made  under  the 
Defendant's  guaranty,  and  in  substitution  of  any  part 
of  the  delivery  on  the  1 9th ;  or,  whether  it  was  made 
under  a  new  contract  The  jury  having  found  for  the 
Defendar^t, 

Jones  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  that  the  guaranty  was  a  continuing  guaranty 
at  least  to  the  extent  of  five  sacks,  and  that  the  jury 
should  have  been  directed  to  find  for  the  Plaintiff*  to 
that  extent 

Wilde  Serjt,  who  shewed  cause,  contended,  that  the 
guaranty  was  for  one  delivery  of  five  sacks,  to  be  paid 
for  in  a  month  from  the  19  th  of  November^  and  that  the 
case  was  properly  left  to  the  jury,  there  being  no  evi- 
dence to  shew  the  Defendant  had  consented  to  extend 
his  liability  for  five  days  more,  by  permitting  a  delivery 
o^  the  24th  to  be  substituted  for  a  delivery  on  the  1 9th. 
And  it  would  be  unreasonable  to  imply  any  such  assent, 

after 
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1829.        after  an  intervening  delivery  of  another  quantity  of  five 

rr[  sacks  on  the  21st,  which  clearly  was  unconnected  with 

^,  the  guaranty. 

Gbove8« 

Jones  insisted,  that  the  guaranty  was  not  confined  to 
any  specific  five  sacks,  but  must  be  taken  to  extend  to 
that  amount,  at  whatever  time,  and  in  whatever  manner 
delivered ;  as,  if  the  amount  had  been  delivered  at  many 
intervals,  and  by  a  bushel  or  a  sack  at  a  tiro^  the 
'  guaranty  bound  the  Defendant  to  pay  for  each  sack  or 
each  bushel,  (the  whole  quantity  not  exceeding  five 
sacks,)  at  one  month  after  the  respective  deliveries ;  and 
there  being  no  evidence  that  the  delivery  of  the  24th  of' 
Naoember  was  under  any  new  contract,  while  its  corres- 
ponding in  quantity  with  the  number  of  sacks  returned 
out  of  the  delivery  of  the  19th  shewed  conclusively  that 
it  was  in  substitution  for  that  delivery,  the  jury  should 
have  been  directed  to  find  for  the  Plaintiff. 

TiMDAL  C.  J.  The  only  question  is,  whether  my 
direction  to  the  jury  was  right,  and  I  do  not  see  that  the 
question  could  have  been  left  to  them  in  any  other  way. 
On  the  19th  November^  five  sacks  were  delivered  to 
Taylw  on  account  of  the  Defendant,  at  a  month's  credit. 
Two  days  afterwards,  five  other  sacks  were  delivered  to 
T&ylor^  so  that  he  had  then  ten  sacks ;  five,  in  respect  of 
which  the  Defendant  was  liable,  and  five  for  which  some 
other  person  was  liable.  A  few  days  after  this,  three 
and  a  half  sacks  of  the  first  lot  were  retuiiied  to  the 
Plaintiff.  The  Defendant  had  then  a  right  to  say, 
although  I  am  liable  under  my  guaranty,  I  am  only 
liable  for  what  has  actually  been  ftirnished,  which  is 
now,  one  sack  and  a  half.  The  Plaintiff  on  the  other 
hand,  says.  That  though  the  Defendant's  liability  began 
to  run  from  the  19th  Ncfvembevy  yet  he  is  liable  for  any 

flour 
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floor  sent  afterwards,  to  any  extent  not  exceeding  five 
Mcks  in  the  whole. 

I  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say,  whether  the  delivery 
on  the  24th  was  under  a  new  contract  or  not,  and  Grovbl 
whether  the  whole  quantity  guaranteed  had  been  ftir- 
nished  on  the  19th.  They  have  found  that  the  delivery 
on  the  24th  was  not  under  the  guaranty,  and  that  only 
one  sack  and  a  half  was  retained  under  the  delivery  of 
the  19th ;  and  that  finding  appears  to  me  to  be  warranted 
by  the  evidence. 

Park  J.  Even  if  the  three  sacks  and  a  half  had  been 
returned  before  the  delivery  of  the  second  parcel  of  five 
sacks,  it  would  have  been  a  question  whether  the  De- 
fendant could  have  been  called  on  to  pay  for  more  than 
the  sack  and  a  half  which  were  retained  out  of  the 
delivery  pn  the  19th;  but ,  the  delivery  of  the  second 
parcel  of  five  sacks,  under  a  difierent  contract,  before 
the  delivery  of  the  three  sacks  and  a  hal^  for  which  the 
Plaintiff  now  seeks  to  charge  the  Defendant,  seems  to 
remove  all  doubt  The  Defendant's  liability  began  to 
run  from  the  19th,  and  it  could  not  be  prolonged  by  a 
subsequent  delivery  without  evidence  of  express  assent 
on  hb  part. 

BuRROUGH  J.  Tiie  stipulation  for  one  month's  credit 
decides  the  whole  question.  The  case  was  properly  left 
to  the  jury. 

Gaselee  J.  If  the  delivery  on  the  24th  was  at  a 
month's  credit,  it  does  not  correspond  with  the  guaranty, 
which  was  for  a  month's  credit  from  the  19th.  The 
Defendant  might  have  had  confidence  in  TayW% 
solvency  for  a  month  from  that  date ;  but  if  the  De- 
fendant had  supposed  that  the  Plaintiff,  by  subsequent 

deliveries, 
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deliveries^  could  prolong  the  Defendant's  responsibility, 
he  might  have  decRned  to  enter  into  any  such  en- 
gagement. 

Rule  discharged. 


Nov»  %%. 


Sherwood  v.  Tayler. 


Defendant 
was  arrested 
for  317/. ;  he 
tendered  350/^ 
but  did  not 
pay  it  into 
court.     An 
arbitrator)  to 
whom  the 
cause  was  re- 
ferred, award- 
ed the  Plain- 
tiff only  250/.: 
Heldy  Eot  a 
case  to  entitle 
Defendant  to 
costs  for  a 
malicious  ai^d 
vexatious  ar- 
rest. 


J  ONES  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  Plaintiff 
to  shew  cause  why  the  Defendant  should  not  be 
allowed  his  costs  under  the  43  G.  3.  c.  46.,  notwithstand- 
ing an  award  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiff,  on  the  ground 
that  the  Defendant  had  been  arrested  without  reasonable 
or  probable  cause. 

The  Plaintiff,  a  builder,  sought  to  recover  327/*  for 
building.  The  account  was  complicated,  and  the  De- 
fendant tendered  250/.,  but  did  not  pay  it  into  court. 
The  Plaintiff  refusing  to  take  that  sum,  proceeded  to 
arrest  the  Defendant  for  327/.,  who  deposited  the  money 
in  the  officer's  hands.  But  an  arbitrator,  to  whom  the 
cause  was  referred,  awarded  the  Plaintiff  250/.  only. 

Wilde  Serjt.,  who  shewed  cause,  contended,  that  the 
amount  found  to  be  due  by  the  arbitrator  was  not  suffi- 
ciently below  the  sum  for  which  the  Defendant  was 
arrested,  to  justify  the  Court  in  concluding  there  was  no 
reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  the  arrest. 

The  Defendant  himself  must  have  been  doubtful  as 
to  the  amount,  or  he  would  have  paid  the  250/.  into 
court. 


Jones. 
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Jones.  According  to  the  principle  laid  down  in 
Dronefield  v.  Archer  {a)  there  was  no  probable  cause  for 
the  arrest  after  the  JDefendant  had  tendered  a  sum  cor- 
responding in  amount  with  that  which  was  found  due  by 
the  arbitrator.  In  that  case  it  was  held,  that  wherf ,  in 
the  account  between  Plaintiff  and  Defendant,  there  are 
items  clearly  due  on  both  sides,  it  is  an  arrest  without 
reasonable  and  probable  cause  within  43  G.3.  c.46.  5.3.; 
if  the  Plaintiff  arrests  and  holds  the  Defendant  to  bail 
for  the  amount  due  to  him,  without,  at  the  same  time^ 
giving  him  credit  for  the  items  clearly  due  on  the  other 
side  of  the  account.  He  ought  only  to  hold  thjs  Defendant 
to  bail  for  the  admitted  balance.  The  Plaintiff  might 
have  reasonable  cause  for  proceeding  with  his  action, 
but  none  for  depriving  the  Defendant  of  his  liberty ; 
since  the  circumstance  of  the  tender  must  have  con'* 
vinced  him  of  the  Defendant's  ability  to  pay. 


1829. 


Sherwood - 
Tayler. 


TiMDAL  C.  J.  This  rule  must  be  discharged.  The 
statute  43  G.  3.  directs  that  the  Defendant  shaU  be 
allowed  his  costs  when  he  is  arrested  for  a  larger  sum 
than  is  found  to  be  due,  provided  it  shall  appear  to  the 
Court  that  there  was  not  any  reasonable  or  probable 
cause  for  such  arrest.  It  has  been  contended,  that  if, 
under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  it  was  unreason-^ 
able  in  the  Plaintiff  to  arrest  the  Defendant,  the  latter 
is  entitled  to  his  costs ;  but  the  construction  which  has 
been  put  on  the  statute  is,  that  the  Defendant  is  only 
entitled  to  them  if  the  Plaintiff  holds  him  to  bail  for  a 
sum  materially  larger  than  that  which  is  found  to  be 
due ;  and  the  labouring  oar  is  thrown  on  the  Defendant 
to  shew  that  so  much  was  not  due.  The  object  of  the 
statute  was  to  save  the  Defendant  the  expense  and  in- 
convenience of  an  action  for  a  malicious  arrest,  and  the 
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Tatler. 


proof  offered  on  aj^lications  such  as  the  present,  adust 
go  to  the  same  extent  as  the  proof  in  such  an  action. 
Here,  we  do  not  see  on  the  Defendant's  affidavit  that 
there  was  not  reasonable  and  probable  cause  for  his 
arrest  On  the  contrary,  he  admits  by  bis  tendeiv  that 
250A  was  due,  and  he  so  fiir  distrusted  his  own  judg- 
ment as  to  the  exact  sum,  that  he  abstained  from  paying 
into  court  the  amount  tendered.  If  the  Defendant  con** 
ceived  he  should  not  be  safe  in  paying  in  250/.,  why 
should  not  the  Plaintiff  seek  to  recover  more  ? 

The  argument,  that  the  arrest  was  without  probable 
cause,  because  tlie  Defendant  by  his  tender  shewed 
himself  solvent  to  a  sufficient  amount,  proves  too  mudi. 
According  to  that,  the  statute  would  give  every  De«* 
fendant  his  costs  where  the  Plaintiff  arrested  and  re- 
covered after  a  tender ;  but  the  recovery  of  costs  by 
Defendants  is  confined  to  cases  where  the  arrest  is 
without  probable  cause. 


Park  J.  The  act  was  kindly  intended  towards  De* 
fendants,  but  it  has  turned  out  to  l>e  a  source  of  much 
vexation.  I  concur  with  the  Chief  Justice  in  his  ex- 
position of  it,  and  I  think  it  lies  on  the  Defendant  to 
shew  that  there  was  no  reasonable  or  probable  cause  for 
the  arrest. 


BuRROUoH  J.  concurring,  the  rule  was 


Discharged. 


Gaselee  J.  was  absent. 


lit  Me  tmttrk  YftAit  n  OEO«  IV. 


Sir  John  Tyrell,  Baronet,   v.   John  Tyrell     Nov.%4. 
Jennbr,  sued  with  the  late  Archbishop  of 
Canterbury^ 

QUARE  hnpedit.     Th«  Defendant,  Jenner^   Was  n  Theprocest 
^  lunatic  Ifi  confinement  at  Hoxton^  in  MiMUsesfs  »n^tffviVi»- 
tbe  church,  of  which  the  Plaintiff  iought  by  this  actioa  ^^^^^^, 
CO  recoT^r  the  presentation,  was  at  Midley^  in  Kent,  tachmeut,  and 

On  the  17th  July  1828^  he  issued  against  the  De*  S^f^* 
fendant  Jenner^  a  writ  of  summons  returnable  on  the  where  Phin- 
morrow  of  All  Sotds  in  that  year,  and,  in  August^  sent  ^^  proceeded 
a  copy  of  this  writ  to^  the  attorney  of  the  Defendant  ^  whi^^iw/ 
Jennet^s  committee.  wis  returned  $ 

The  return  to  this  writ  was  nihil  s  non  nt  inventus  i  ^^^^^ 
aad  nulla  ecclesta ;    there    being   no  church  on   the  which  recited 
Uring.  th*'  the  De- 

The  Plaintiff  then  issued  into  Kent  against  Jennet  y^^  gummon- 
a  writ  of  attachment,  tested  Naoember  28th,  1828,  and  ed;  and  then 
returnable  on  the  morrow  of  the  Purificatim  (Februatv  ^7 jH^^rtnga^p 

^  \  <y  under  which 

6tb,  1829).  the  sheriff  waa 

This  writ  of  attachment  recited  that  the^  Defendant  ordered  to  levy 
Jenner  bad  been  summoned  to  appear  on  the  morrow  ceedings  were 
of  All  Souls.     The  return  to  it  was  nihil  and  non  est  ^M  to  be  ir- 
inventus.  regular. 

The  Plaintiff  next  issued  a  diOringas  into  Kent^  order- 
ing the  sheriff  to  make  a  return  of  nulla  bona^  which 
was  done  accordingly. 

He  then  issued  into  Middleux  a  testatum  distringasf 
tested  6th  Mmi/  1829,  and  retnrnaUe  in  five  weeks  of 
Easter  (27th  May),  by  which  the  sheriff  was  required  to 
distrain  the  Defendant  by  all  his  goods,  lands,  and 
chattels,  and  to  keep  them  until  a  further  writ  issued, 

U  2  and 
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and  have  his  body ;  but  this  was  accompanied  with  a 
direction  ip  the  sheriff  to  levy  405.  The  sheriff  returned 
to  this,  distrinxi. 

On  the  28d  of  May  1829,  the  Plaintiff's  attorney 
gave  notice  to  the  attorney  of  the  committee  of  the  De- 
fendant Jenner^  that  in  default  of  the  Defendant's  ap- 
pearing to  the  writ  of  distringas  at  the  return  thereof, 
the  Plaintiff  would  cause  an  appearance  to  be  entered  for 
the  Defendant  But  on  the  29th  of  June  following,  the 
Plaintiff's  attorney  gave  notice  to  the  attorney  of  the 
Defendant's  committee,  that  in  consequence  of  Defend- 
ant's, not  having  appeared,  judgment  was  entered  up 
and  a  writ  of  enquiry  about  to  issue. 

Judgment  having  been  entered  up  accordingly. 


WUde  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  it  aside  as 
irregular;  the  Plaintiff  not  having  proceeded  by  the 
great  distress,  nor  having  properly  summoned  the.  De- 
fendant as  he  was  bound  to  do  under  the  statute  of 
Marlbridge^  52  Hen.  3.  c.  1 2.  He  cited  Searle  v.  Ijong^a)^ 
where,  the  Defendant,  had  appeared  once  on  the  sum- 
mons, and  cast  an  essoin^  but  afterwards  was  neither 
summoned  on  the  attachment  or  the  great  distress,  but 
nominal  summons  had  been  returned  on  the  process; 
and  the  Court  set  aside  a  judgment  by  default,  on  .the 
ground  that  the  process  had  not.  been  executed  as  the. 
statute  intended. 


Mussell  and  Stephen  Serjts.  shewed  cause.  The  pro- 
cess in  qnare  impeditf  is,  according  to  all  the  books, 
by  summons,  attachment,  ^nd  distringas;  Com.  Dig. 
Pleadevy  S.  1 1.;  the  Plaintiff  has  pursued  it  here  with 
as  much  regularity  as  the  nature  of  the  circumstances 
admitted ;  and  by  stat.  52  H.  S.  c.  12.,  if  the  Defendant 


{a)  I  Mod.  248. 


does 
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does  not  appear,  nor  cast  an  essoin  on  the  first  distress 
or  before,  there  shall  be  judgment  for  the  Plaintiff,  and 
a  writ  to  the  bishop. 

With  respect  to  the  summons,  it  is  laid  down  in  some 
of  the  books,  that  in  quare  impedit  the  summons  may 
be  served  on  the  Defendant  personally,  or  at  the  church: 
door,  1  Brawrd.  158.  Searle  v.  Long. {a)  But  other  au- 
thorities deny  that  there  shall  be  any  personal  service. 

Thus  in  Vin.  Abr.  tit.  Summons  {A.)  it  is  said,  "  In 
quare  impedit  it  shall  not  be  to  the  person."  So  in  2  Roll. 
Abr.  486.  (Summons),  "  En  quare  impedit  ne  serra  al 
person,**  and  11  H.  6.  4.  is  cited. 

But  here  the  return,  7ion  est  invefitus,  is  strictly  true. 
The  Defendant  was  constandy  resident  at  Hoxton  in 
Middlesex,  and  it  would  have  been  irregular  to  have 
served  him  there  before  a  testatum  distringas  had  been 
issued  upon  the  distringas  into  Kent.  In  Bloxam  v. 
Surtees  (b)  a  testatum  summons  was  mentioned,  but  Lord 
EUenborough  observed,  that  no  instance  was  suggested 
of  any  such  course  of  a  testatum  summons  into  another 
county,  after  an  original  summons  in  that  in  which  the 
action  was  commenced.  As  to  the  case  of  Searle  v* 
Long  (c),  it  appears  that,  in  that  case,  there  were  no 
real  summoners,  but  the  fictitious  names  of  John  Doe 
and  Bdchard  Roe,  and  the  Defendant  swore  that  he  had 
not  been  summoned,  and  did  not  know  any  such  per- 
sons as  John  Doe  and  Richard  Roe.  And  there  thie 
Defendant  might  have  been  summoned.  Here  there 
are  real  summoners;  and  there  being  no  church  in  the 
parish,  the  Plaintiff  was  excused  from  making  procla- 
mation at  the  church  door. 

In  Vin.  Abr.  {Sumr/ions),  C.  3.  upon  th^  stat.  31  Eliz. 
c.  3.  5.  2.,  which,  for  the  avoiding  of  secret  summons  in 


1829. 
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(b)  4  East,  162. 


(r)  I  Mod.  948.  S.  C.   %  Mod* 
264. 
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real  aotiop3»  requires  proclamation  on  a  Sundaj/  at  tjie 
church  door;  it  is  9fiid  ip  th^  oote^,  ^*  But  if  th^tre  b^ 
no  church  in  the  parish^  the  summons  by  the  ^omippii 
law  is  sufficient;  for  it  was  not  the  intent  to  hiive 
summons  at  the  church  where  there  was  no  <^hur^h; 
Anders^  278.  pL  286.  is  cited.  Besides^  the  DefendaPt^^ 
committee's  attorney  having  received  nptice  of  the  smpr 
mons  so  long  ago  as  August  1828,  it  was  now  too  laf^ 
tp  com^  to  the  Court  with  technical  objections. 

Supposing  the  summons  to  have  been  sufficient*  W 
objections  to  it  waived  under  the  circu^tanpes,  m> 
appearance  was  necessary.  By  the  statute,  52  H^n*  3* 
c.  )2f  tit.  Dayi  gitf^  in  Dcfwer^  Assize  qf  Dqrreine  Pre^ 
senimetif  and  Qjuire  Impeditp  it  is  enacted,  ^^  And  in  % 
pl^  of  qtuire  tmpedit,  if  the  disturber  come  not  at  thf 
first  day  that  he  is  summoned,  nor  cast  an  essoin^ 
then  he  shall  be  attached  fpr  another  day;  at  wbidi 
day  if  he  qome  not,  nor  cast  an  essoin,  he  shall  bo 
diatrained  by  the  great  distress  above  given.  And  if  ba 
come  not,  then  by  his  default  a  writ  shall  go  to  tbp 
bishop  of  the  same  place,  that  the  claim  of  the  disturber 
for  that  time  shall  not  be  prejudicial  to  the  Plaintifi^ 
saving  to  the  disturber  hia  right  at  another  time  when  be 
will  sue  therefore."  And  Lord  Coke  in  his  reading  upon 
this  statute,  expressly  applies  its  operation  to  a  case  like 
the  present*  He  says»  *^  put  the  case,  that  upon  the  sum- 
mons the  defendant  is  returned  nihil,  and  at  the  attach* 
ment  and  distress  nihil  also ;  this  case  is  out  of  the  ^^ 
of  the  statute^  because  the  Defendant  was  never  summonedt 
but  it  is  said,  that  when  there  be  two  mischiefs  at  ih^ 
common  law,  and  the  lesser  is  provided  for  by  expreaa 
words,  the  greater  shall  be  included  within  the  same 
remedy*  And  this  case,  where  nihil  is  returned,  is 
the  greater  mischief,  for  he  (the  Defendant)  by  his 
default  shall  Ipse  nothing ;  but  in  the  case  prpWdedt  the 
Defendant  by  his  default  shall  lose  issues,  and  the  law 
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intends  that  be  will  rather  appear  than  lose  issues*'' 
2  Inst.  1^4.  Therefore  Lord  Coke  concludes  that  the 
statute  applies  to  a  case  where  nikils  are  returned ;  i,  e. 
where  nikils  are  properly  returned  according  to  the 
tmtb  of  the  fiict,  as  here,  as  well  as  to  a  case  where  the 
defimdant  has  been  summoned.  And  so  in  Ccm.  Dig* 
{Pleader fS.  I.  1.;  proceedings  in  quare  impedU)  where 
it  is  said,  that  by  this  statute  of  Marlbridget  if  the  de« 
fendant  does  not  appear  or  cast  an  essoin  on  the  first 
distress,  or  before^  there  shall  be  Judgment  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  a  writ  to  the  bishop,  though  upon  the 
summons  or  pone  the  defendant  was  not  summOnec^ 
but  nihil  returned.  The  statute  7  8c  8  G.  4.  c.  7 1 .  s.S. 
applies  only  to  transitory  actions:  at  all  events  it 
would  be  completely  nugatory  as  applicable  to  an 
action  like  the  present,  as  the  Plaintiff  is  compelled  to 
proceed  in  the  county  in  which  the  church  is  situateji 
and  will  be  stopped  in  his  proceedings  unless  the  De- 
fendant has  a  dwelling-house  or  place  of  abode  in  that 
county.  And  upon  a  similar  provision  in  a  former  statute, 
51  G.  S.  c.  124.  (continued  by  57  6.  S.  c.  101.)  a  learned 
writer  expresses  an  opinion  that  it  did  not  operate  to 
prevent  the  Plaintiff  from  issuing  a  distringaSf  and  avail* 
ing  himself  of  the  statute  of  Marlbridge.  (a)  The  notice^ 
therefore,  given  by  the  Plaintiff  under  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  71* 
ought  not  to  prejudice  his  case;  it  was  unnecessary, 
and  given  in  mistake. 


18M. 


«  fVilde  and  Adams  Seijts.  in  support  of  the  rule* 
Instead  of  ordering  nihil  to  be  returned  upon  the  di9* 
iringas  into  Kenty  the  Plaintiff  should  have  taken  the 
profits  of  the  church  under  the  great  distress ;  and  at 
all  events  the  attachment  into  Kent  was  irregular  in 


(a)   I  Rose,  iss 
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recitiBg 


1 

I 


^288 


CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 


1829. 


reciting  that  the  Defendant  had  been  summoned,  when 
nihil  bad  been  returned  to  the  writ  of  summons. 

Cur.  adv.  vult, 

*'  TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  was  a  motion  for  setting  aside 
a  judgment  which  has  been  signed  for  the  Plaintiff  in 
quare  impedit,  upon  the  ground  of  irregularity;' and 
the  irregularity  complained  of  is,  that  the  Defendant 
was  never  served  with  the  summons,  and  that  no  part 
of  the  subsequent  process  has  been  duly  executed. 

The  process  upon  a  quare  impedit  is  given  by  the 
statute  of  Marlbridge^  52  Hen.  3.  c.  12.  in  the  terms 
following:  —  "And  in  a  plea  of  quare  impedit j  if  the 
disturber  comes  not  at  the  first  day  that  he  is  sum- 
moned, nor  cast  no  essoin^  then  he  shall  be  attached  at 
another  day ;  at  which  day  if  he  come  not  nor  cast  no 
essoin^  then  he  shall  be  distrained  by  the  great  distress 
above  given ;  and  if  he  come  not  then,  by  his  default  a 
writ  shall  go  to  the  bishop  of  the  same  place,  that  the 
claim  of  the  disturber  for  that  time  shall  not  be  pre* 
judicial  to  the  Plaintiff,"  &c. 

And  the  form  of  this  writ  of  grand  distress  appears  in 
the  2  Inst.  254.  in  Lord  Cokeys  reading  on  the  statute  of 
Westminster  the  first,  where  he  observes  somewhat 
quaintly,  grand  distress,  district io  magnOy  is  so  called, 
not  from  the  quantity^  for  it  is  very  short,  but  for  the 
quality,  for  the  extent  is  very  great,  for  thereby  the 
sheriff  is  commanded  "  quod  distringat  tcnementa,  ita 
quod  ipse,  nee  aliquis  per  ipsum,  ad  ea  manum  apponet, 
donee  habuerit  aliud  prseceptum,  et  quod  de  exitibus 
eorulidem  nobis  respondeat  et  quod  habeat  corpus  ejus," 
8cc. 

Whilst,    therefore,  the   statute,   by   substituting  the 
process  by  grand  distress,  and  a  peremptory  judgment 
on  default  of  appearance,  instead  of  the  ancient  process 
of  distress   infinite,   which   only  went  to  compel   ap- 
pearance. 
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pearance,  but  gave  the  Plaintiff  no  judgment,  did  on 
the  one  hand  materially  benefit  the  Plaintiff,  '^  the  dis- 
tress infinite  being  mischievious,"  as  Lord  Coke  says, 
^*  in  respect  of  the  lapse, "  it  cannot  but  be  seen,  that 
it  intended  on  the  other  hand  to  secure  to  the  Defendant 
l^al  notice  of  the  action,  by  the  due  execution  of  the 
substituted  writ. 

Even  in  personal  actions,  no  judgment  could  be  signed 
against  the  Defendant  for  default  of  appearance  at  com- 
mon law.  And  the  statute  1 2  G.  I .  which  enables  the 
Plaintiff  to  appear  for  him,  in  order  to  proceed  to  judg^ 
ment,  expressly  provides,  that  there  shall  first  be  an 
affidavit  of  the  service  of  the  process.  If  then  such 
proof  of  notice  was  necessary  in  personal  actions  before 
a  judgment  by  default  was  allowed,  we  may  safely  infer 
that  the  statute  of  Marlbridge  contemplated  an  equal 
certainty  of  notice,  and  intended  that  the  grand  distress 
should  be  a  writ  actually  executed  according  to  its  pur- 
port and  directions. 

And  accordingly,  in  the  case  of  Searle  v.  Z^twg, 
where  the  defendant  had  appeared  once  on  the  sum- 
mons  and  cast  an  essoin^  but  afterwards  had  neither 
been  summoned  on  the  attachment  or  the  great  distress, 
but  nominal  summonses  had  been  returned  on  the  pro- 
cess ;  the  Court  set  aside  a  judgment  by  default,  on 
the  ground  that  the  process  had  not  been  executed  as 
the  statute  intended ;  observing,  that  the  issue  of  that 
process  is  so  fatal,  that  the  right  of  the  party  is  con- 
cluded by  it,  and  that  they  ought  not  to  suffer  it  tp  be 
changed  to  a  thing  of  course. 

Now,  the  process  which  has  been  sued  out  in  the 
present  case  is  a  summons,  an  attachment,  a  process  of 
grand  distress  into  Kent^  and  a  testatum  grand  distress 
into  MiddUsex. 

The  summons  is  returned  nihil^  and  admitting,  ac- 
cording to  the  doctrine  cited  from  the  2  Inst,  that  an 

attach- 
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attachment  may  nevertheless  be  grounded  therooo^  the 
attachment  should  at  least  make  a  true  recital  of  the 
return  of  the  summons :  whereas,  in  this  case,  after 
the  return  of  nihil  has  appeared  upon  the  record,  the 
attachment  recites,  that  the  Defendant  had  been  auni^ 
moned  to  appear  on  the  morrow  of  All  Souls. 

This  alone  would  be  a  sufficient  irregularity  io  n 
process  of  this  description  to  call  upon  us  to  set  it  aside. 

The  attachment  is  then  returned  nihil;  and  the  grand 
distress,  although  It  is  sued  in  the  usual  form,  is  so  fiur 
from  being  intended  as  any  real  proceeding,  that  tbe 
Plaintiff's  attorney  himself  treats  it  as  a  mere  matter  of 
form,  and  by  his  direction  the  sheriff  makes  the  retuni 
of  nulla  bona  thereon ;  and  the  testatum  by  which  the 
sheriff  is  required  to  distrain  the  Defendant  by  all  his 
goods,  lands,  and  chattels,  and  to  keep  them  until  a  fur* 
ther  writ  issues,  and  to  have  his  body,  is  thought 
to  be  satisfied  by  a  return,  that  the  sheriff  has  distrained 
him  by  issues  merely  nominal.  Indeed  the  Plaintiff's 
attorney  treats  this  second  writ  as  merely  formal,  as  he 
directs  the  sheriff  to  levy  405.  thereon. 

We  think,  therefore,  that  the  process  of  the  Court 
has  neither  been  regularly  issued,  nor  properly  executed; 
and,  although  the  Defendant's  legal  advisers  had  know* 
ledge  of  the  proceedings,  as  they  had  in  the  case  above 
referred  to,  yet  they  never  had  that  legal  notice  which 
the  statute  of  Marlbridge  intended,  when  it  substituted 
for  the  dilatory  process  of  distress  infinite,  the  speedy^ 
and  effectual  process  of  the  grand  distress  and  final 
judgment  in  default  of  appearance ;  and  for  these  reasons 
we  think  the  rule  should  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute* 
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JUDGMENT  had  been  signed  against  the  Defendant  An  insolvent 

in  replevin,  for  want  of  an  avowry,  and  on  the  28th  "  ^otexont- 

rated  iTom 

of  April  last  the  PlaintifTs  attorney  delivered  the  damages  un- 
Defendant  a  bill  of  costs  of  28/.  75.  Sd.  On  the  29th  ascertained  at 
the  Defendant  was  committed  to  prbon  by  another  i^i^  dbcharge 
creditor,  when  he  petitioned  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  although  the 
for  his  discbarge,  and  inserted  in  his  schedule  the  ^T*^l'^ 
Plaintiff  as  his  creditor  for  28/.  75.  Sd.  of  which  the  are  sought  to 
Plaintiff  had  due  notice.  ^^  recovered 

The  Defendant  was  discharged  under  tne  insolvent  ed,  andjude-" 
debtors'  act  in  June.     But  on  the  1 0th  of  Octcber  the  ment  by  de- 
Plaintiff  served  him  with  notice  of  a  writ  of  enquiry  to      .    •uffiered, 

^      •^         prior  to  his 
assess  the  damages  in  this  action;  and  on  the  14<th  of  first  imprison- 

November  executed  a  writ  of  ^.  Ja.  for  those  damages  ™®"^* 

on  the  Defendant's  goods,  under  which  he  took  among 

other  things   the  articles   excepted    by   the    insolvent 

debtors'  act     Whereupon, 

Merewether  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  this 
execution  as  irregular,  after  the  Defendant's  discharge 
under  the  insolvent  debtors'  act 

Wilde  Serjt  shewed  cause* 

The  act  discharges  the  insolvent  only  from  debts  due 
«t  the  time  of  his  first  imprisonment,  at  which  time  the 
Defendant  was  liable  to  the  Plaintiff,  not  for  a  debt, 
but  for  unliquidated  damages,  the  amount  of  which 
could  not  be  known,  and,  therefore,  could  not  be  spe- 
dfied  in  the  schedule.  With  respect  to  the  sort  of 
claims  firom  which  the  insclvent  is  to  be  discharged,  the 

language 
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language  of  former  acts  has  been  nearly  the  same  as  the 
present;  and  it  has  always  been  holden  that  the  in- 
solvent is  not  discharged  from  a. claim  for  unliquidated 
damages.  In  Hilton  v.  WonaU  (a)  it  was  held,  that  a 
debt  depending  upon  a  contingency  at  the  time  of  a 
party's  discharge  under  insolvent  act  18  G.  S.  c.52. 
was  not  thereby  discharged.  In  Lioyd  v.  Neele  {b)  it 
was  holden,  that  discharge  under  the  insolvent  debtors' 
act  5S  G.  S.  c.  102.  does  not  bar  an  action  of  trespass 
where  the  cause  of  action  arose  before  the  insolvent 
went  to  prison,  and  the  damages  were  unliquidated 
before  the  discharge ;  and  in  Uoyd  v.  PeeU  {c)  it  was 
holden,  that  a  plea  of  discharge  under  the  insolvent 
debtors'  act  is  no  bar  to  an  action  of  trespass  for 
mestie  profits,  even  though  accruing  before  the  dis- 
charge. 


Merevoeiher.  The  damages  awarded  to  the  Plaintiff 
in  replevin  are  merely  nominal,  and  the  precise  amount 
of  the  costs  were  ascertained  b}'  the  admission  of  the 
Plaintiff's  attorney  before  the  Defendant  went  to  prison. 
His  schedule,  therefore,  contained  a  sufficiently  precise 
statement  of  the  Plaintiff's  claim  against  him. 

But  the  present  insolvent  debtors'  act  seems  to  in- 
clude liabilities  such  as  damages  to  be  ascertained  under 
a  judgment:  for  though  the  word  debt  is  used  in  the 
sixty-first  section,  yet  the  insolv<ent  is  to  confess  a  judg- 
ment under  which  execution  may  be  issued  against  his 
subsequently  acquired  property,  till  all  claims  against 
him  be  satisfied :  this  continuing  process,  which  forms 
no  part  of  the  machinery  of  the  former  acts,  indicates 
that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  legislature  to  discharge 
the  insolvent  from  any  claim  capable  of  being  ascer- 
tained at    the  time   of  his   discharge,    and    the  cases 


{a)  2  Cbitt,  44^' 


(b)  Id,  122. 


(0  zB.^  ji.  407. 

decided 
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decided  under  former  acts  have  no  application  to  the 
present. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  this  rule  must 
be  discharged.  It  has  been  obtained  under  the  sixty-first 
section  of  the  last  insolvent  debtors'  act,  7  G.  4.  c.  57. 
The  words  of  the  section  are,  "  That  after  any  person 
shall  have  become  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  act  by 
any  such  adjudication  as  aforesaid,  no  writ  of  Jlert 
facicis  or  elegit  shall  issue  on  any  judgment  obtained 
against  such  prisoner,  for  any  debt  or  sum  of  money, 
with  respect  to  which  such  person  shall  have  so  become 
entitled,  nor  in  any  action  upon  any  new  contract  or 
security  for  payment  thereof,  except  upon  the  judgment 
entered  up  against  such  prisoner  according  to  this  act." 
And  the  question  is.  Whether  the  PlaintiiTs  claim  be  a 
debt  or  sum  of  money,  in  respect  of  which  an  insolvent 
is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  this  act.  Now  the  act  is 
confined  in  terms  to  debts  due  from  the  insolvent  at  the 
time  of  his  first  imprisonment.  But  at  that  time  no 
debt  was  due  from  this  insolvent  to  the  Plaintiff;  a 
liability  only  existed  to  a  claim  for  unascertained  da- 
mages. There  are  no  words  in  the  act  which  can  be 
applied  to  such  a  liability  under  a  suit  pending  at  the 
time  of  the  insolvent's  first  imprisonment;  on  the  con- 
trary, he  is  required  to  insert  in  his  schedule  the  precise 
sum  due  from  him  to  his  creditor;  a  thing  impossible 
where  the  damages  are  unascertained. 

Rule  discharged. 
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White. 


CASES  IK  MICHAELMAS  TERM 


ifov.  %$.         Delafield,  Assignee  of  David  Jones,  an . 

Insolvent,  v.  Freeman,  (a) 

I.  In  an  ac-     /^ASE  against  the  Defendant  for  so  n^ligently  and 
tion  by  the  unskilfully  preparing  a  lease,   that  the  insolventf 

insolvent,  it  is   Daf>id  JoneSj  thereby  failed  to.  obtain  property  which  he 

not  necessary    would  have  obtained  if  the  lease  had  been  properly 

to  prove  his  ^     ^^^ 

petition  to  the  »    ^^ 

Insolvent  Deb-       Plea,  general  issue. 

tor's  Court,  as       ^^  ^^e  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  the  Plaintiff  gave  in 

assignee's  title,  evidence  the  order  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  dis- 

2.  The  in-   charging  the  insolvent,  together  with  certificated  copies 

.   ^°*  "  *"     on  parchment,  under  the  seal  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
incompetent  ^ 

witness  for  the  Court,  of  the  assignment  to  the  provisional  assignee, 
****°^»  *'"      and  of  the  assignment  from  the  provisional  assignee  to 

Imingto^i^    the  Plaintiff. 

lease  the  sur-        This  was  objected  to  as  insufficient,  on  the  ground, 
e^cts     '        ^^   ^^^   Insolvent   Debtors'    Court    had  jurisdiction 

only  by  the  filing  of  the  insolvent's  petition,  and  that^ 
therefore,  at  least  the  filing  of  such  petition  ought  to  be 
shewn. 

The  insolvent  was  then  called,  but  was  objected  to  as 
incompetent,  although  he  offered  .to  release  his  interest 
in  the  surplus  of  his  effects.  It  was  contended,  that  his 
future  effects  would  be  liable  under  the  judgment  entered 
up  against  him  in  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  and 
that,  therefore,  he  had  an  interest  in  lowering  the 
amount  to  be  recovered  under  that  judgment:  where* 
upon  he  was  rejected,  and  the  Plaintiff  was  nonsuited. 

Taddy  Serjt  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  this 
nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  put  in  was  suffi- 

(<i)  Communicated  by  a  gentleman  at  the  bar. 

cient 
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dent  proof  of  the  Plaintiff's  title,  and  that  the  insolvent 
was  a  competent  witness.  With  respect  to  the  convey- 
ance to  the  assignee,  he  relied  on  the  language  of  the  nine-* 
teenth  section  of  7  G.  4*.  c.  57.,  by  which  it  is  enacted^ 
'^That  it  shall  and  maybe  lawful  for  the  said  Court,  at  any 
time  after  the  filing  of  the  petition  of  any  such  prisoner 
as  aforesaid,  as  to  the  said  Court  shall  seem  expedient^ 
to  appoint  a  proper  person  or  persons,  being  a  creditor 
or  creditors  of  such  prisoner,  to  be  assignee  or  assignees 
of  the  estate  and  eilects  of  such  prisoner,  for  the  pur«» 
poses  of  this  act ;  and  when  such  assignee  or  assignees 
shall  have  signified  to  the  said  Court  his  or  their  accept- 
ance of  the  said  appointment,  the  estates,  effects,  rights^ 
and  powers  of  such  prisoner,  vested  in  such  provisional 
assignee  as  aforesaid,  shall  immediately  be  conveyed 
and  assigned  by  such  provisional  assignee  to  the  said 
assignee  or  assignees,  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  such 
assignee  or  assignees,  and  the  rest  of  the  creditors  of 
such  prisoner,  in  respect  of  or  in  proportion  to  their 
respective  debts,  according  to  the  provisions  of  this  act; 
and  after  such  conveyance  and  assignment  by  such  pro- 
visional assignee,  all  the  estate  and  effects  of  such  pri- 
soner shall  be  to  all  intents  and  purposes  as  effectually 
and  legally  vested  by  relation  in  such  assignee  or  as- 
signees, as  if  the  said  conveyance  and  assignment  had 
been  made  by  such  prisoner  to  him  and  them :  provided 
nevertheless,  that  no  act  done  under  or  by  virtue  of 
such  first  conveyance  and  assignment,  shall  be  thereby 
rendered  void  or  defeated,  but  shall  remain  as  valid  as 
if  no  such  relation  had  taken  place :  and  that  every 
such  conveyance  and  assignment  as  aforesaid  to  such 
provisional  assignee,  and  a  counterpart  of  every  such 
conveyance  and  assignment  by  such  provisional  assignee 
to  such  other  assignee  or  assignees,,  shall  be  filed  of 
record  of  the  said  Court;  and  a  copy  of  any  such 
record,  made  upon  parchment,  and  purporting  to  have 

the 
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the  certificate  of  the  provisional  assignee  of  the  said 
Court  or  his  deputy,  appointed  for  that  purpose,  inr 
dorsed  thereon,  and  to  be  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the 
said  Court,  shall  be  recognized  and  received  as  sufficient 
evidence  of  such  conveyance  and  assiginent,  and  of  the 
title  of  the  provisional  and  other  assignee  or  assignee9 
under  the  same,  in  all  Courts,  and  before  commissioners 
of  bankrupts  and  justices  of  the  peace,  to  all  intents  and 
purposes,  without  any  proof  whatever  given  of  the  sam^ 
or  of  any  other  proceeding  in  the  said  Court,  in  th^ 
matter  of  such  prisoner's  petition." 

Even  if  it  were  necessary  to  shew  the  insolvent's 
petition,  the  recital  of  it  in  the  conveyance  was  suffi-i 
cient 

Then,  the  insolvent  was  a  competent  witness,  because 
if  his  estate  paid  all  demands,  the  judgment  would  not 
affect  him ;  if  it  did  not,  the  sum  recovered  in  this 
action  would  not  render  his  situation  worse,  unless  it 
were  precisely  the  sum  that  turned  the  scale  between 
paying  all,  or  paying  all  minus  the  Plaintiff's  demand, 
in  which  case  that  circumstance  ought  to  be  shewn  by 
the  party  who  objected  to  his  competency. 


The  Court  granted  a  rule  nisi  on  the  first  ground, 
but  refused  it  on  the  last. 


Wilde  and  Jones  Serjts.  now  shewed  cause.  The  dis- 
tinguishing difference  between  courts  of  general  and 
courts  of  special  or  limited  jurisdiction,  is,  that  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  latter  must  be  shewn  in  order  to  lay  a 
foundation  for  their  interference,  for  they  are  without 
jurisdiction,  unless  they  act  strictly  in  pursuance  of  the 
authority  assigned  to  them :  Bravon  v.  Compton.  (a)  Un- 
less a  petition  be  filed  with  a  proper  schedule  by  the 
insolvent,  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  has  no  author 


{a)   8  T.  R.  414, 


rity 
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rity  to  order  a  conveyance;  it  is  a  condition  precedent 
therefore,  to  any  claim  under  such  conveyance,  that  the 
previous  steps  be  shewn  to  have  been  duly  attended  to : 
and  though  the  language  of  the  nineteenth  section  be 
very  general,  yet,  it  is  plain  from  the  seventy-sixth  sec- 
tion, that  the  legislature  contemplated  the  necessity  of 
proving  the  previous  steps  in  the  matter,  because  by  that 
section  the  officer  of  the  Court  is  required,  upon  re^ 
ceiviog  a  fee,  to  provide  a  copy  of  the  petition  and 
schedule,  as  well  as  of  the  order  of  the  Court  The 
only  object  of  the  nineteenth  section  was  to  render  un- 
Dece3sary  any  proof  of  the  assignment  itself  other  than 
the  seal  of  the  Court 

The  learned  Serjeants  then  contended,  that  a  failure 
by  th«  insolvent  to  obtain  property,  occasioned  by  the 
negligence  of  the  Defendant,  could  not  be  the  subject  of 
an  action  by  the  assignee  of  the  insolvent,  the  act  of 
parliament  transferring  to  the  assignee  only  the  insol- 
vent's property,  and  not  his  right  to  damages  for  a  sup- 
posed tort  Upon  this,  however,  the  Court  gave  no 
Opinion,  as  the  Plaintiff's  rule  sought  only  to  set  aside 
the  nonsuit,  and,  therefore,  the  argument  on  the  point 
is  omitted  here. 


1829. 


Delafield 
Freeman. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  have  listened  with  great  attention 
to  the  argument  on  the  nineteenth  section  of  the  act, 
but  have  not  been  able  to  give  it  any  other  construc- 
tion, than  that  it  dispenses  with  all  proof  of  the  title 
and  character  of  the  assignee,  beyond  that  which  was 
given  in  this  cause.  If  the  clause  had  stopped  at  the 
words,  "  a  copy  of  any  such  record"  —  "  sealed  with 
the  seal  of  the  said  court,  shall  be  recognized  and  re- 
ceived as  sufficient  evidence  of  such  conveyance  and 
assignment;"  it  might  perhaps  have  been,  as  contended; 
but  I  do  not  know  how  we  can  reject  the  ensuing 
words,  ^^  without  any  proof  whatever  given  of.  the  same. 

Vol.  VI.  X  or 
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or  of  any  other  proceeding  in  the  said  court,  in  the 
matter  of  such  prisoner's  petition."  These  words  gi^e 
a  wider  soope  than  the  former,  and  if  they  had  been 
brought  to  my  attention  at  nisi  prius  I  should  have 
come  to  the  same  conclusion  as  I  do  now.  As  to  the 
question,  whether  or  not  this  action  lies  for  the  assignee, 
the  cause  is  not  ripe  for  that  discussion,  the  present 
being  a  motion  to  set  aside  a  nonsuit;  we,  therefore, 
abstain  from  expressing  any  opinion  on  the  subject 


Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  It  is  unneces- 
sary to  discuss  whether  or  not  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Court  be  a  court  of  record,  or  a  court  of  special  or  limited 
jurisdiction,  because  the  words  of  the  act  are  imperative 
on  us,  and  give  a  complete  proof  of  the  assignees'  title 
tmder  the  assignment ;  that  is,  of  their  title  to  sue ;  as 
the  proof  is  expressly  declared  to  be  sufficient  for  all 
courts. 

BuRRouGH  J.  concurred. 


Gaselee  J.  The  seventy-sixth  section  does  not 
appear  to  me  at  all  to  abate  the  force  of  the  nineteenth. 
Many  cases  may  arise  as  to  the  other  proceedings  in  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  without  calling  into  doubt  the 
validity  of  the  assignment. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Williamson  v.  Henley.  Nov.%6. 


nPHE  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  there-  Declaration, 
tofore  and  before  the  makini;  of  the  promise  and  that  Plaintiff, 

,  at  the  request 

undertaking  of  the  Defendant  thereinafter  next  men-  of  Defendant, 
tioned,  a  certain  person,  to  wit,  one  George  Yeoman  had  and  upon  De- 
deposited  in   the  hands  of  the   Plainti£P  a  large  sum  ^^^^^  ^^ 
of  foreign  money  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  indemnify,  do- 

42t  of  lawful  money  of  Gieat  Britain,  to  wit,  at  London  :  ^^""^^^  *?  *^- 

•^  .  ,  .       tion  for  the  re- 

diat  afterwards  and  before  the  making  of  the  promise  covery  of  mo- 

and   undertaking   of  the  Defendant  thereinafter  next  ^^  "^  which 

mentioned,  the  Plaintiff,  at  the   special  instance  and  claimed  an 

request  of  the  Defendant,  bad  delivered  to  him,  the  interest;  that 

Defendant,  the  said  sum  of  money  of  the  said  Georee  J^°£n"^"*/^*» 

,  given  against 

Yeonianj  to  wit,  at.  Sec:  that  before  the  time  of  the  Pkintifffor 
making  of  the  promise  and   undertaking  of  the  De-  ^*^* »  *".^  *^*^ 
fendant  thereinafter  next  mentioned,  the  said   George  prisoned,  iind 
Yeoman  had  threatened  to  commence  an  action  at  law  paid  the  mo- 
asainst  him  the  Plaintiff,  for  the  recovery  of  the  said  ^^  "^  er  a 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  at  London  aforesaid ;  and  there-      Held,  that 
upon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &a  at,  &c.  in  consideration  ^®  might  re- 
that  the  Plaintiff,  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of  Defendant  this 
the  Defendant^  would  defend  any  action  which  the  said  "U"^  under  thia 
George  Yeoman  should  commence  against  him  for  or  on  ^°"? '  "^"^ 
account  of  the  said  sum  of  money,  the  Defendant  under-  judgment, 
took,  and  then  and  there  faithfully  promised  the  Plaintiff  ^^^jo"'  proof 
to  save  him  harmless  from  the  consequences  of  the  said  q^  even  on  a  ' 
action,  to  wit,  at,  &c. :  that  the  said  George  Yeoman  ^omvx  for  mo- 
afterwards  and  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  jJefendant^s 

use ;  the  De- 
fendant having  taken  out  a  summons  to  be  permitted  to  pay  such  sum  in  discharge  of 
Plaintiff's  demand. 

Held,  also,  that  the  above  special  count  did  not  disclose  a  contract  void  on  account 
of  maintenance. 

X  9  to 
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1829.       to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  did  bring,  commence,  and  pro- 

„V    '  '         secute  an  action  asainst  him  the  said  Plaintiff,  in  the 
Williamson  ° 

V.  Court  of  King's  Bench  at  Westminster^  for  the  recovery 

Henlby.      ^f  ^jjg  g^jj  5JJJJJ  Qf  money,  whereof  the  Defendant  then 

and  there  had  notice ;  and  although  the  Plaintiff  did, 
with  the  privity  and  consent  of  the  Defendant,  and  to 
the  best  of  his  ability  and  power,  defend  the  said  action 
or  suit,  yet  such  proceedings  were  afterwards  had  in  the 
said  suit,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  that  the  said  George  Yeoman 
afterwards  and  before  the  exhibiting  the  bill  of  the  Plam- 
ffj  to  wit,  in  Easter  term,  in  the  ninth  year  of  the  reign 
of  our  lord  the  now  king,  in  and  by  the  consideration 
and  judgment  of  the  said  Court,  recovered  and  obtained 
against  the  Plaintiff,  in  the  said  Court  in  the  aforesaid 
action,  at  the  suit  of  him  the  said  George  Yeoman^  da- 
mages to  a  large  amount,  to  wit,  the  amount  of  42/.  15s., 
to  wit,  at,  &c.:  that  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  a  cer- 
tain writ  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  called  a  capias  ad 
satisfaciendum^  issued  out  of  the  said  Court  of  King^ 
Bench  upon  the  said  judgment,  directed  to  the  sherifis 
of  London^  by  which  said  writ  our  said  lord  the  king 
commanded  the  said  sheriffs  that  thev  should  take  the 
said  Plaintiff  if  he  should^  be  found  in  their  bailiwick, 
and  him  safely  keep,  so  as  that  the  said  sheriffs  might 
have  his  body  before  our  lord  the  king  at  Westminster 
on  Friday  next  after  the  morrow  of  the  Holy  Trinity^ 
to  satisfy  the  said  George  Yeoman  the  damage  afore- 
said in  form  aforesaid  recovered;  and  that  the  said 
sheriffs  should  then  have  there  that  writ:  that  after- 
wards, to  wit,  on,  &c.  the  Plaintiff  was  taken  and  arrested 
by  his  body  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ  of 
capias  ad  satisfaciendum^  at  the  suit  of  the  said  George 
Yeoman,  and  was  kept  and  detained  in  custody  and 
imprisoned  at  his  suit,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said 
writ,  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  from  thence  until 
the  6th  day  of  Juncy  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  when 

the 
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the  Plaintiff/ in  order  to  procure  his  discharge  from        1829. 
the  said  imprisonment,  was  forced  and  obliged,  and  did    ^     ^  ""' 
necessarily  expend  divers  large  sums  of  money,  to  wit,  the  v. 

sum  of  42/.  155.  so  recovered  by  the  said  George  Yeoman  Hknley. 
as  aforesaid ;  and  also  the  sum  of  10/.  for  poundage  and 
officers'  fees  and  other  expenses.  And  the  Plaintiff 
was  also,  by  means  of  the  premises,  put  to  other  great 
charges  and  expenses  of  his  monies,  amounting  to  a 
large  sum,  to  wit,  to  the  sum  of  50/.,  and  was  im- 
prisoned during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  and  thereby  during 
all  that  time  was  prevented  from  following  his  necessary 
business  and  affairs,  and  lost,  and  was  deprived  of  an 
opportunity  of  going  upon  a  certain  voyage,  to  wit,  a 
voyage  to  the  West  Indies  and  back,  and  lost  divers 
gteat  gains  which  he  might  and  otherwise  would  have 
made  thereby,  amounting  to  a  large  sum,  to  wit>  the 
sum  of  200/.,  and  was  and  is  by  means  of  the  premises 
otherwise  greatly  damnified,  &c. 

There  was  another  special  count  varying  the  states 
ment  of  the  same  cause  of  action ;  a  count  for  money 
paid,  and  the  other  common  money  counts.  .  The  De- 
fendant pleaded  the  general  issue.  At  the  trial  before 
Tindal  C.  J.,  London  sittings  after  Trinity  term,  the 
Plaintiff  proved  the  judgment  in  the  actions  of  Yeoman 
T.  Williamson^  and  called  a  sheriff's  officer,  who  stated 
that  he  took  the  Plaintiff  in  execution  at  the  suit  of 
George  Yeoman^  on  the  24th  of  May  1828,  by  virtue 
of  a  warrant  directed  to  him  in  the  cause  of  Yeoman  v. 
Williamson^  that  the  Plaintiff  remained  in  custody  till  the 
6th  of  June,  when,  in  order  to  relieve  himself,  he  paid 
42/.  155.  and  some  costs.  It  was  proved  also,  that  after 
this  action  was  commenced,  the  Defendant's  attorney 
served  a  summons  on  the  Plaintiff's  attorney,  to  shew 
catise,  "  why,  upon  payment  of  42/.  1 55.,  the  debt  for 
which  this  action  is  brought,  together  with  costs  to  be 

X  3  taxed. 
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1 829.        tuced,  all  proceedings  should  not  be  staid : "  that  tlii^ 

/,     -  -^     smnmons  was  attended  at  a  judge's  chambers ;  and  that, 
Williamson  ,     ,^,  .     ./,.,         -    .  ,  . 

V,  upon  the  Plaintiff  s  refusing  to  accept  that  sum  as  the 

Henlby.      whole  of  the  debt  due,  die  Judge  declined  making  any 

order.     No  evidence  was  given  of  the.  writ  of  aqfias 

under  which  the  Plaintiff  was  taken.     But  it  was  proved, 

that  by  the  imprisonment  he  had  lost  the  opportunity 

of  accepting  an  eligible  situation  which  had  been  ofikred 

to  him.     The  jury  gave  a  verdict  of  42/.  15&  damages 

in  respect  of  the  money  paid  by  the  Plaintiff,  and  2SL 

in  respect  of  the  injury  sustained  by  him  in  consequence 

of  the  imprisonment 

Bussell  Seijt  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  this 
verdict  or  to  arrest  the  judgment,  or  to  reduce  the 
damages  by  23^  The  Plaintiff  could  not  recover  the 
42/.  1 5s.  under  the  first  count,  because  in  that  count  the 
money  was  alleged  16  have  been  paid  under  a  writ  of 
^capiaSi  of  which  writ  no  evidence  was  given.  Nor  could 
he  recover  it  under  the  count  for  money  paid.  Upon 
such  a  count  a  Plaintiff  can  recover  only  sums  paid  by 
him,^  for  which  the  Defendant  would  have  been  primarily 
liable;  as  where  an  underlessee,  upon  compulsion  of 
distress,  pays  rent  due  from  the  lessee.  But  where 
money  has  been  paid  for  a  Defendant  in  pursuance  of 
a  special  agreement  into  which  he  has  entered,  the 
party  who  makes  the  payment  can  only  recover  on  the 
special  agreement,  and  not  on  the  common  count:  as 
where  money  has  been  paid  on  the  faith  of  a  guaranty. 
The  prirxciple  is  clearly  laid  down  in  Cooke  v.  ilfim- 
stone  (a),  where  the  plaintiff  having  declared  upon  an 
agreement  to  deliver  soil  or  breeze  with  a  count  for 
money  had  and  received,  proved  that  the  defendant 
having  agreed  to  deliver   soil,   he,   the  plaintiff,  paid 

(fl)  I  N.R.  351. 

2/.  5s, 
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2/.  5s.  for  earnest,  but  that  the  defendant  refiised  to  de-  ]  829. 
liver  the  soiL  It  was  holden  that  he  could  not  recover 
damages  for  the  non-delivery  on  the  first  county  on 
account  of  a  variance;  nor  the  21. 5^  upon  the  second^  HsNust. 
because  the  agreement  was  still  in  force.  And  this  prin* 
ciple  is  illustrated  by  LiglUfoot  v.  Creed  {a)^  where  the 
defendant  contracted  to  transfer  stock  on  a  certain  day 
to  the  plaintiff,  but  failed  to  perform  his  contract ;  upon 
which  the  plaintiff  bought  the  stock,  and,  to  recover  the 
consequent  loss  sustained  by  him,  brought  an  actipn 
against  the  defendant  for  money  paid.  It  was  holden,  that 
such  action  was  not  maintainable,  as  the  plaintiff  should 
have  declared  specially  on  the  contract.  So  in  Child  v. 
Motley  (6),  it  was  holden  that  a  broker  who  contracted 
with  others  for  the  sale  of  stock  at  a  future  day  by  die 
authority  of  his  principal,  who  afterwards  refused  to 
make  good  his  bargain,  could  not,  by  paying  the  dif- 
ference to  such  third  persons,  maintain  an  action  on  ati 
implied  assumpsit  against  his  principal  for  the  amounU 

This  jvas  not  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the  Defendant 
but  money  paid  to  discharge  the  Plaintiff  from  a  liabili^ 
he  had  incurred  at  the  request  of  the  Defendant,  and 
which  he  could  only  recover  under  the  Defendant's 
special  undertaking. 

Then,  the  first  count  discloses  a  contract  illegal  on  the 
score  of  maintenance,  so  that  the  count  is  ill ;  and  the 
verdict  having  been  given  generally  on  the  whole  declar- 
ation, the  damages  cannot  be  severed,  and  the  judgment 
must  be  arrested. 

At  all  events,  the  damages  must  be  reduced  by  the 
amount  of  the  23/.  awarded  for  the  imprisonment  under 
the  capiasj  of  which,  without  evidence  of  the  capias  set 
forth  in  the  declaration,  there  was  no  legal  proof. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

(a)  8  Tawit.  a6g.  (H)  9  T^^  R.  670. 

X  4  mide 
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IS29.  Wilde  Serjt  shewed  cause.     The  Defendant  having 

^     ^  "^       taken  out  a  summons  to  stay  proceedings  on  payment 
V.  to  the  Plaintiff  of  42/.  155.  and  costs,  admitted  tiiereby 

HsNLBT.  thaj.  ihe  Plaintiff  had  paid  that  sum  to  the  Defendant's 
use,  so  that  an  action  for  money  paid  well  lay  againat 
him.  But  the  sum  might  also  be  recovered  on  the  first 
count  of  the  declaration,  for  the  gist  of  that  count  was, 
that  the  money  had  been  paid  in  discharge  of  a  judgment 
obtained  by  Yeoman^  and  the  imprisonment  under  the 
capias  was  only  matter  of  aggravation.  There  is  no 
ground,  therefore,  for  a  nonsuit,  or  for  arresting  the 
judgment,  as  the  damages  have  been  distinctly  severed^ 
and  the  verdict  may  be  reduced  by  23/.,  if  the  Court 
shall  be  of  opinion  that  the  imprisonment  ought  to 
have  been  proved  by  the  production  of  the  capias^  in 
addition  to  evidence  of  actual  capture  and  detention* 
The  imprisonment,  however,  being  a  legal  consequence 
ot  the  judgment,  was  sufficiently  established  by  the 
officer,  who  stated,  that  he  actually  apprehended  the 
Plaintiff  under  a  warrant  directed  to  him  in  the  cause  of 
Yeoman  v.  Williamson. 

The  objection  on  the  score  of  maintenance  comes  too 
late  after  verdict,  if,  indeed,  it  could  be  supported  at  all, 
for  it  must  have  been  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  De- 
fendant had  a  sufficient  interest  in  the  cause  of  Yeoman 
V.  Williamson  to  justify  the  undertaking  he  gave  to  the 
Plaintiff,  i  Wms.  SauncL228.  n.  \.  [The  Court  ap- 
peared to  think  there  was  nothing  in  this  objection.] 

Russell  was  heard  in  support  of  his  rule. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  think  the  verdict  ought  to  be  re* 
duced  by  23/.,  the  amount  given  by  the  jury  for  the 
imprisonment  of  the  Plaintiff;  because,  that  imprison- 
ment being  alleged  to  have  taken  place  under  a  capias 
ad  satisfaciendum^  the  capias  ought  to  have  been  proved. 

But 
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But  I  see  no  reason  why  the  42Z.  155.  should  not  be        18^9^. 

recovered  under  the  first  count.     That  count  contains   Ji^'^  '-' 
.  .  Williamson 

two  distinct  allegations:  1st,  a  judgment  under  which  a;. 

42/.  15*.  was  recovered  against  the  PlaintiiFin  an  action  Henley. 
defended  at  the  request  of  the  Defendant ;  and,  2dly,  a 
capias  under  which  the  PlaintiiFwas  imprisoned.  It  was 
sufficient  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  a  verdict  if  he  proved 
one  of  those  allegations ;  especially,  where,  as  in  the  pre- 
sent case,  the  damages  were  capable  of  being  severed. 

It  is  unnecessary,  therefore,  to  say  whether  that  sum 
could  have  been  recovered  under  the  count  for  money 
paid,  although  I  have  little  doubt  that  it  could,  because 
the  Plaintiff,  by  taking  out  the  summons  to  be  permitted 
to  pay  a  certain  sum  in  discharge  of  the  claim  against 
him,  admitted  that  so  much  had  been  paid  to  his  use. 

The  rule,  therefore,  must  be  discharged,  except  as  to 
reducing  the  damages  by  23/. 

Rule  discharged  accordingly. 
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Nov.  26.  Aflalo  V.  FouRDRiNiER  and  Moses 

ALM.OSNIMOS. 


Defendants,      'l^HE  Plaintiff  sued  the  Defendants  on  a  bill  of  ex- 
J.  and  B.f  change  for  SOOl^  drawn  by  Solomon  and  Moses  Almas- 

a  bill  of  ex-      ninos  on  Fourdrinier  and  Co.  the  4th  Julif  1 825,  payable 
change  ac-       four  months  after  date,  accepted  by  Fourdrinier  and  Co., 
th'm  wWle  in   *"^^  indorsed  by  S.  and  M.  Almosninos  to  the  Plaintiff 
partnership.  At  the  time  the  bill  was  drawn,  Moses  Almosninos 

B.  pleaded        ^^  ^  partner  in  the  firm  of  Fourdrinier  and  Co.  as  wdl 
and  certificate,  ^  i"  the  firm  of  Almosninos^  and  it  was  he  who'  ac* 

and  the  Plain-  cepted  the  bill  in  question  in  the  name  of  Fourdrinier 

tifi- entered  a  ^^ 

noL  pros,  as      ""^ 

to  him.  Before  the  action  he  had  become  a  bankrupt,  and 

Having  re-    upon  his  pleadincr  his  certificate  in  bar,  the  Plaintiff 
leased  his  sur-     "         ,„  -i-  j  jj         -■ 

plus  effects,       entered  a  nolle  prosequi  as  to  him,  and  proceeded  agamst 

Held,  he  was     Fourdrinier  alone. 

a  compe  en  ^^  ^j^^  ^^j^j  y^^f^^^  Tindal  C.  J.,  London  sittings  after 

Trinity  term,  the  Defendant  Fourdrinier  called  Moses 
Almosninos  as  a  witness  to  shew  the  nature  of  this  bill 
transaction,  when,  although  he  had  released  his  interest 
in  the  surplus  of  his  effects,  his  competency  was  objected 
to  on  the  ground  that  he  was  interested  in  the  result  of 
the  cause.  His  testimony,  however,  was  admitted, 
subject  to  a  motion  on  the  point  in  the  present  term, 
and  on  that  testimony  the  Defendant  Fourdrinier  had 
a  verdict.     Whereupon, 

Spankie  Seijt.  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  Moses  Almosninos  ought  to  have  been  excluded  as 
an  incompetent  witness. 

In 


♦ 
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In  Moody  V.  King  and  Porter  {a)  the   Flaintifi^   who        1829. 
had  accepted,  and  paid  for  their  accommodation,  a  bill     ^  —*  i-^ 
drawn  by  the  two  Defendants,  sued  them  for  money  ^^ 

lent;  and  a  noUe  prosequi  having  been  entered  as  to  Foui&dewxuu 
Porter^  who  in  the  interval  had  become  a  bankrupt,  he 
was  permitted  to  be  a  witness  for  King^  to  prove  that  the 
bill  bad  been  accepted  for  the  accommodation  of  him, 
Porter^  alone;  but  this  was  permitted  expressly  on  the 
ground,  that  they  were  not  in  partnership  when  the  b'dl 
was  drawn ;  that  King^  therefore,  was  only  a  surety  for 
Porter^  and  as  such  might  have  proved  undei*  Porter's 
bankruptcy. 

Now  here,  Fourdrinier  having  been  the  general  partner 
of  Moses  AlmosninoSf  was  a  joint  debtor  on  the  accept- 
ance, and  not  a  mere  surety,  and  could  not  have 
proved  under  a  commission  against  his  own  partner  for 
a  debt  incurred  by  them  jointly.  ExpaHe  Taylor  (&),  Ex 
parte  Heath  (c).  Ex  parte  Ellis,  {d)  Fourdrinier's  claim 
against  Moses  Almosninosy  therefore,  for  his  share  of  the 
debt  to  be  paid  in  this  action,  if  not  for  the  costs,  would 
not  have  been  barred  by  the  certificate,  and,  consequently, 
the  witness  had  an  interest  in  defeating  the  action. 

A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Wilde  and  Russell  Serjts.  shewed  cause.  They  urged, 
that  though  Fourdrinier  could  not  prove  in  competition 
with  the  creditors  of  the  firm,  he  might  prove  the  sum 
paid  in  this  action  against  Moses  Almosnino^  separate 
estate ;  and  even  if  it  were  otherwise,  no  action  would  lie 
for  Fourdrinier  against  Moses  Almosninos,  for  any  portion 
of  the  sum  to  be  recovered  in  this  action.  The  Plaintiff 
having*  entered  a  nolle  p'osequi  as  to  Moses  Almosninosj 
he  vas  no  longer  under  any  legal  liability ;  and  Fourdri- 
niery  therefore,  could  never  allege  in  an  action  for  money 

(a)  zJS.^CsS^'  '        W  Buck./^SS' 

{b)  a  Rosif  175.  \d)  %  Gljnn  ^  J.  312. 

paid, 
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1829.  paid,  that  the  money  had  been  to  the  use  or  at  the 

r  ^  request  of  Mo^s  Almosninos, 

ArLALO  ^ 


v. 


FouRDBiNiEE.  Spafikie.  If  there  were  any  weight  in  the  last  argu- 
ment, it  might  have  been  adopted  by  all  bankrupts 
who,  previously  to  the  49  G.  3.  c.  121.,  were  called  on, 
after  pleading  their  certificate  to  a  demand  made  by  the 
principal  debtor,  to  satisfy  their  surety  for  the  sum  paid 
by  him ;  and  yet,  till  the  surety  was  enabled  by  the 
49  G.  S.  to  prove  his  debt,  the  bankrupt  was  always 
holden  liable  to  him :  Weight  v.  Hunter,  {a)  The  word 
partner  would  have  been  employed  in  the  statute,  if  it 
had  been  intended  that  he  should  prove  in  the  same  way 
as  a  surety  ;  and  from  the  case  of  Moody  v.  King^  it  must 
be  inferred  the  Court  thought  a  partner  could  not 
prove. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  only  question  in  this  case  is, 
whether  Fottrdrinier^  upon  payment  of  the  whole  debt, 
would  be  entitled  to  sue  Moses  Almosninos^  his  partner, 
for  contribution,  either  in  law  or  equity;  for  if  Four- 
drinier  had  this  right,  he  could  not  call  his  partner  as  a 
witness,  it  being  his  direct  interest  to  defeat  the  action* 
Before  the  statute  49  G.  3.  c.l2l.  s»  8.,  it  is  clear  that 
the  solvent  partner,  who  paid  a  partnership  debt  after 
the  date  of  a  commission  of  bankrupt  issued  against  his 
partner,  might  recover  the  proportion  of  such  debt  by 
an  action  at  law  against  the  bankrupt,  and  that  his 
Certificate  would  be  no  bar  to  such  an  action.  Wright 
v.  Hunter.  The  only  question  is,  Whether  since  that 
statute  the  solvent  partner,  after  payment  of  the  part- 
nership debt,  though  subsequently  to  the  commission, 
becomeis  entitled  to  prove  ?   for  if  he  can  prove,  he  is 

(a)  1  Eajtf  20. 

obliged 


IN  THE  Tenth  Year  of  GEO.  IV.  S09 

obliged  to  prove;  the  certificate  will  be  a  bar  to  any        1829. 
action  for  contribution ;  and  the  bankrupt  partner  is  an 
admissible  witness. 

And  upon  consideration  of  that  act,  and  of  the  cases  Foubdriniee. 
decided  thereon,  we  think  Fourdrinier^  after  payment  of 
this  joint  debt,  would  be  allowed  to  prove  the  share 
paid  by  him  for  his  bankrupt  partner,  and  that  the  bank** 
rupt,  having  obtained  his  certificate,  and  released  his 
right  to  any  surplus,  was,  consequently,  an  admissible 
witness  for  the  Defendant. 

The  solvent  partner,  if  not  properly  a  surety  for  his 
partner's  share,  because  each  is  originally  liable  for  the 
whole,  yet  may,  with  strict  propriety,  be  called  as  to 
the  share  belonging  to  his  partner,  a  person  liable  for 
the  debt  of  another ;  and  in  that  character,  would  be 
entitled  to  prove  under  the  commission. 

And  accordingly  in  Ex  parte  Young  (a).  Lord  Chan- 
cellor Eldon  held,  that  those  words  were  adopted 
in  the  statute  for  the  convenient  latitude  of  com- 
prehending  all  those  who  could  not  be  strictly  con- 
sidered as  sureties,  but  were  responsible  for  another's 
debt ;  and  al-^^owed  the  solvent  partner  who  had  paid  a 
debt  after  the  commission,  which  the  bankrupt  partner 
had  improperly  contracted  in  the  partnership  name,  to 
prove  against  the  bankrupt  partner's  estate.  Such  proof, 
indeed,  would  not  be  allowed  to  come  in  competition 
with  the  claims  of  the  partnership  creditors ;  but  if  the 
debt  can  be  proved  at  all,  the  certificate  is  a  bar.  And 
in  4  Madd.  Rep.  4*77.,  the  Vice  Chancellor  lays  down 
the  rule  even  more  largely,  by  saying,  "  It  is  now  settled 
that  a  solvent  partner  winding  up  the  partnership  con- 
cerns,  is,  onder  Sir  S.  Romilh/s  act,  to  be  considered  as 
a  surety  paying  the  debt  after  the  bankruptcy  in  respect 
of  his  previous  liability.  Each  partner  is  a  principal 
debtor  for  his  own  share,  and  they  are  mutually  sureties 

(a)  2  Rojif  B,  C.  40. 

to 
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1829.       to  the  creditors  for  the  share  of  each  other;''  and  the 

*-    -  "^^     case  of  Wood  v.  Dodson  (a)  leads  to  the  same  coi>* 
Aflalo 

V,  elusion.     We  think,  therefore,  the  witness  was  properly 

FouBDBnnEa.  admitted,  and  that  the  rule  nisi  for  setting  aside  the 

verdict,  and-for  a  new  trial,  must  be  discharged. 

'  Rule  discharged. 

{a)  %  M.&S.  195. 


White  v.  Trustees  of  the  British  Museum. 

A  will  of  lands  'T^HIS  was  a  feigned  issue  upon  the  question,  whether 
subscribed  by  William  WhitCy  deceased,  did,  by  a  certain  paper 

three  wit-  writing,  purporting  to  be  his  last  will  and  testament^ 
presence'and  demise  his  freehold  estates  or  not.  And,  upon  the  trial, 
at  the  request  ^jjg  j^j-y  found  a  special  verdict,  setting  out  the  paper- 
is  sufficiently  *  writing  in  question,  and  finding  that  the  whole  of  the 
attested  within  same,  except  the  names  of  the  witnesses,  was  ia  the 
Aesututeof    handwritmg    of  the   said    W.   White:    that   the   said 

frauds,  al-  ^^ 

though  none      W,  White  signed  the  said  paper- writing,  before  it  was 

of  the  wit-  signed  by  the  witnesses  John  Hounslaw,  Maty  Bristamf 
tesutor's  sie-  ^^^  Thomas  Badiockj  or  either  of  them  :  that  he  died  oa 
nature,  and  the  13th  May  1823;  that  about  five  months  before  his 
only  one  o  death,  he  requested  the  said  John  Houndaw  and  Mcay 
what  the  Bristow  to  sign  their  names  to  the  said  paper-writinj^ 

paper  was.        and  they  respectively,  in  pursuance  of  such  request,  did 

sign  the  same  in  the  presence  of  the  said  W.  Whitey  but 
that  they  did  not  see  the  signature  of  the  said  W.  White 
to  the  said  paper-writing,  and  were  not  informed  by  the 
said  W.  WhitCy  when  they  so  signed  the  said  papers 
writing,  or  at  any  other  time,  what  was  the  nature 
thereof,  or  the  purpose  for  which  he  requested  theoi  to 
sign  the  same:  that,  about  three  months  before  the 
death  of  the  said  W.  White,  he  requested  the  said  Thomas 

Badcock 
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Badcoek  to  sign  his  name  to  the  said  paper-writing,        1829. 
which  he  immediately  did  in  the  presence  of  the  said        ~' 
W.  White :  that  at  the  time  of  signing  the  said  paper*  v. 

writii%  by  the  said  Thomas  Badcoek^  the  said  W.  White  '^^^^^ 
informed  him  that  the  said  paper*writing  was  his  will.  Mttsenm., 
The  special  verdict  then  went  on  to  state,  that  the  pa* 
per-writing  consisted  of  two  sheets  of  paper  produced  to 
the  jurors;  that  the  two  sheets  were  in  the  same  room  at 
the  times  of  the  respective  signatares  of  the  three  per-* 
sons  above  mentioned ;  atid  that  WUUam  White  was  of 
sound  and  disposing  mind  and  memory  at  the  time  he 
signed  the  paper,  and  also  at  the  time  the  three  other 
persons  signed  their  names  as  afor^aid. 

It  appeared  from  the  inspection  of  the  instrument  set 
out  in  the  special  verdict,  that  the  signature  of  the  three 
names  could  not  possibly  enure  to  charge  themselves, 
or  any  other  person,  and  could  not  have  been  done  for 
any  other  purpose  whatever  than  simply  to  make  them 
witnesses  to  the  will.  And  it  appeared  that,  immediately 
above  the  names  of  the  witnesses,  there  was  written  in 
the  hand  of  the  testator  these  words,  ^^  In  the  presence 
of  us  as  witnesses  thereto.'^ 

The  case,  after  having  been  argued  once,  was  sent 
down  again  for  a  more  precise  finding  of  the  facts ;  and 
the  foregoing  special  verdict  having  been  found, '  was 
argued  again  in  Trinity  term  last 

Wilde  Serjt.  The  execution  of  this  will  is  sufficiently 
in  compliance  with  the  requisitions  of  29  Car.  2.  c.  S. 
«•  S'y  which  prescribes  that  such  an  instrument  shall  be 
in  writing;  signed  by  ttie  party  devising,  or  by  some 
otbar  person  in  his  presence,  and  by  his  express  direc- 
tions; and  attested  and  subscribed  in  the  presence  of 
the  devisor,  by  three  or  four  credible  witnesses.  On 
the  two  first  heads  the  special  verdict  leaves  no  doubt. 
It  is  undeniable,  also,  that  this  will  was  subscribed  by 

three 
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three  witnesses,  in  the  presence  of  the  devisor,  and  tbe 
only  question  is,  Whether  the  subscription  of  the  wit- 
nesses, under  such  circumstances,  be  also  attesta^cm 
within  the  meaning  of  the  statute  ?  Now,  it  is  not  re- 
quired by  the  statute  that  the  witnesses  should  see  the 
devisor  sign,  or  that  he  should  sign  in  their  presence : 
Grayson  v.  Atkinson  (a),  EUis  v.  Smith  {p) :  nor  that  all 
the  witnesses  should  siubscribe  in  the  presence  of  each 
other :  Jones  v.  Lake  {c) :  nor  that  they  should  know 
the  instrument  they  have  subscribed  to  be  a  will. 
[Tindal  C.  J.  If  the  will  be  not  actually  signed  by  tlie 
devisor  in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses,  must  it  not  be 
acknowledged  as  such  to  them  ?]  The  devisor's  desir- 
ing the  witnesses  to  subscribe  the  instrument  under  the 
usual  formulary  of  attestation,  is  a  sufficient  acknowledge 
ment  of  his  having  signed  it  hjfiself,  and  intending  that 
the  instrument  should  be  effective.  There  is  no  other 
object  for  which  he  can  be  conceived  to  have  required 
their  subscription.  Consistently,  therefore,  with  the  de- 
cisions before  referred  to,  tlie  word  attested,  as  employed 
in  the  statute  in  conjunction  with  subscribed,  can  only  mean 
that  the  witnesses  should  so  subscribe  as  to  be  able  at  a 
future  time  to  testify,  by  a  reference  to  their  subscrip- 
tion, the  identity  of  the  document  subscribed.  Tbe 
object  of  the  statute  is,  to  prevent  a  false  document  from 
being  substituted  for  that  placed  in  their  hands  by  the 
devisor.  The  safety  of  the  devisor,  and  of  the  parties 
claiming  under  the  devise,  is  sufficiently  answered,  if  at 
any  time  the  witnesses  can  testify  that  the  document 
produced  with  their  subscription  is  the  same  as  that 
which  the  devisor  has  recognized  by  placing  it  in  their 
hands  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  their  subscripttOQ. 
In  Peat  v.  Ou^ey  {d\  at  the  top  of  the  will  was  writ- 


(n\   %  Ves.  454. 
[h)  I  f^j.  jun.  ir. 


(r)  a  Atk,  176,  n. 
I  Ves.yxxi,  14. 

{d)  Com.  Rep.  196. 


See  also 


ten. 


IN  THE  Tenth  Year  of  GEO.  IV.  * 


SIS 


ten — ^'signed,  sealed,  and  published  as  my  last  will  and 
testament,  in  the  presence  of,  the  same  being  written 
here  for  want  of  room  below ; " — this  was  likewise  written 
by  the  testator's  own  hand ;  and  then  the  names  of  the 
three  witnesses  were  subscribed ;  two  of  those  witnesses 
were  dead,  and  the  third  was  produced  at  the  trial,  who 
testified  that  he  was  servant  to  the  testator,  Oliver  Earl 
of  Bolingbrokej  four  years,  and  about  twenty*seven  or 
twenty-eight  years  ago,  he  and  the  other  two  witnesses 
were  called  up  in  the  night  and  sent  for  into  the  earl's 
chamber,  who  produced  a  paper  folded  up,  and  desired 
him  and  the  others  to  set  their  hands  as  witnesses  to  it^ 
which  they  all  three  did  in  his  presence,  but  they  did 
not  see  any  of  the  writing,  nor  did  the  earl  tell  them  it 
was  his  will,  or  say  what  it  was,  but  he  believes  this  to 
be  the  paper,  because  hh  name  is  there,  and  the  names 
of  the  other  witnesses,  and  he  never  witnessed  any  other 
deed  or  paper  for  the  earl.  And  though  the  earl  did 
not  set  his  name  or  seal  to  the  will  in  their  presence, 
yet  he  had  often  seen  the  earl  write,  and  believed  the 
whole  will  and  codicil  to  be  his  handyirriting. 

Stonehouse  v.  Evelyn  (a).  Bond  v.  Seawell  (6),  Wallis  v. 
Wallis  (c),  and  Trimmer  v.  Jackson  (rf),  were  also  re- 
ferred to  as  authorities  in  support  of  the  will. 


v. 

Tmsttesof 

the  British 

MuseuHU 


Adams  Seijt.  contra.  The  question  is.  Whether  the 
word  attested  in  the  statute  is  satisfied  by  the  simple 
signature  of  the  witnesses;  that  is,  signature  unac- 
companied with  information  or  knowledge  as  to  the 
nature  of  the  instrument  subscribed.  The  subscription 
required  by  the  statute  being  satisfied  by  the  witnesses 
writing  their  names,  it  must  be  presumed  that  the  legis- 
lature had  some  object  in  requiring  attestation  as  well 


{a)  3  P.  Wms.  45  »• 

Vol.  VI. 


(e)  4  Bum's  Etch  Lawt  i>7> 
{d)  lb. 

Y 
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1829*       as  subscription;  that  object  was,   that  the   witnessev 

^^^^        should  know  the  paper  they  signed  to  be  one  which  has 

V.  the  authority  of  the  testator's  signature.     By  no  other 

TnisteM  of    means  could  the  end  of  the  statute,  the  prevention  of 
vie  Bbitish  ^ 

fraud  by  the  substitution  of  a  false  will,  be  prevented. 
For  without  such  information,  if  the  witnesses  should 
sign  two  papers  resembling  each  other,  they  might 
afterwards  be  unable  to  distinguish  them.  This  is  the 
principle  which  may  be  collected  from  all  the  cases.  In 
Ch'ayson  v.  Atkinson  the  Lord  Chancellor,  in  giving 
judgment  said,  **  It  is  insisted  that  the  word  attested^ 
superadded  to  subscribed^  imports  they  shall  be  witnesses 
of  the  very  act  and  factum  of  signing,  and  that  the 
testator's  acknowledging  that  act  to  have  been  done  by 
him,  and  that  it  is  his  handwriting,  is  not  sufficient  ta 
enable  them  to  attest:  that  is,  it  must  be  an  attestation 
of  the  thing  itself,  not  of  the  acknowledgment.  To  be 
sure,  it  must  be  an  attestation  of  the  thing  in  some 
sense ;  but  the  question  upon  this  clause,  as  abstracted 
from  the  subsequent,  is,  if  they  attest  on  the  ackncfm* 
ledgment  of  the  testator  that  it  is  his  handwritings  Wbe« 
iher  that  |s  not  an  attestation  of  the  act,  and  whether 
not  to  be  construed  as  agreeable  to  the  rules  of  law  and 
evidence,  as  all  other  attestation  and  signing  might  be 
proved?  At  the  time  of  making  that  act  of  parliament, 
and  ever  since,  if  a  bond  or  deed  is  executed  by  the  per- 
son who  signs  it,  —  afterwards  the  witnesses  are  called 
in, — and  before  those  witnesses  he  acknowledges  that  to 
be  his  hand, — that  is  always  considered  as  an  evidence  of 
signing  by  the  person  executing,  and  is  an  attestation  of 
it  by  them.  It  is  true,  there  is  some  difference  between 
the  case  of  a  deed  and  a  will  in  this  respect,  because 
signing  is  not  necessary  to  a  deed,  but  sealing  is ;  and  I 
do  not  know  it  was  ever  held,  that  acknowledging  his 
sealing  without  witnesses  has  been  sufficient.  But,  not- 
witbstandlngy  that  is  the  rule  of  evidence  relating  to 

signing. 
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signing.     If  it  was  in  the  case  of  a  note,  or  declaration       1829. 
of  trust,    or  any  other  instrument  not  requiring  the       w^^~' 
solemnities  of  a  deed,  but  bare  signing,  if  that  instru*  v. 

ment  is  attested  by  witnesses,  proving  that  they  were  T"^®**  ^ 
called  in,  and  that  he  took  that  instrument^  and  said^ 
that  was  his  hand^  that  •would  be  a  student  attestation 
of  signing  by  him.  That  is  the  rule  (^  evidence.  Con- 
sidering the  words  of  the  act  of  parliament,  it  seems 
upon  the  penning  of  Uiat  clause,  that  if  the  testator^ 
having  signed  the  wtUj  did^  before  those  witnesses^  &- 
dare  and  acknowledge  he  had  done  so^  and  that  was  his 
hand,  that  might  be  sufficient  within  that  clauses  for  as 
to  the  subscribing,  that  makes  no  difference  in  the  case; 
that  further  circumstance  is  required  by  the  statute^  to 
make  it  necessary. that  they  should  certify  their  attest- 
ation, ail  of  them  in  the  presence  of  the  testator ;  ther^ 
fore  is  subscription  mentioned.  Other  guards  are  put 
by  the  statute  on  the  execution  of  a  will  beside  the 
subscription ;  as,  that  it  is  to  be  in  writing.  The  tes- 
tator must  do  some  act  materially  declaring  it  to  be  bb 
will,  though  no  particular  form  of  words  is  necessary. 
It  is  true,  there  are  cases  where  an  instrument  sealed^ 
and  delivered,  and  subscribed  by  the  testator  has  been 

held  sufficient  to  make  it  a  will ;  but  there  mu^  be  some 
act  or  declaration  importing  this  to  be  a  solemn  act  by  him 
to  dispose  of  his  estate"  In  WaUis  v.  Wallis {a)  the 
testator  said,  ^^  Take  notice;"  and  then  took  a  pen,  and, 
in  the  presence  of  all  the  witnesses,  signed  and  sealed 
each  part  of  his  will,  and  laid  both  the  parts  open  and 
unfolded  before  them,  to  subscribe  their  names  as  wit- 
nesses thereto,  which  they  all  did  by  the  direction  of 
the  said  testator,  in  his  presence  and  in  the  presence  of 
each  other,  he  shewing  them  severally  where  to  write 
their  names.     Westbeech  v.  Kennedy  (6),   and  the  cases 

(4)4  Bun^i  EceL  Law,  127.  (^)  x  Fej,  Uf  B*  362. 

Y  2  cited 
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cited  in  it,  all  establish  the  same  principle.  In  all  of. 
them  the  testator  either  signed  in  the  presence  of  the 
witnesses,  or  acknowledged  the  instrument  to  be  his  will. 
If  this  be  not  required,  the  word  attested  may  be  erased 
from  the  statute. 

Here  there  was  an  acknowledgment  to  one  of  the 
witnesses;  but  to  hold  that  sufficient,  would  be  to  repeal 
the  statute,  which  requires  that  three  shall  attest ;  such 
acknowledgment,  or  what  is  tantamount  to  it,  being  an 
inseparable  incident  of  attestation.  Consistently  with  the 
statement  of  two  of  the  witnesses  in  this  case,  the  tes- 
tator might  have  signed  qfier  he  had  obtained  th^ 
subscription.  In  Chancery  the  depositions  of  all  the 
three  witnesses  are  required ;  and  though  in  Stonehouse 
v.  Evelyn  it  is  said  Mr.  Justice  Fortescue  Aland  laid  it 
down,  that  it  is  sufficient  if  one  of  the  three  subscribing 
witnesses  swears  the  testator  acknowledged  the  signing 
to  be  his  handwriting,  yet  that  must  be  taken  to  apply 
to  the  practice  of  the  circuit  where  he  said  he  had  ruled 
it,  and  where  in  the  ordinary  course  only  one  of  the 
three  witnesses  would  be  called  to  establish  a  primd 
Jade  case. 

Peat  v.  Ougley  is  an  obscure  case,  biit  there  the  wit- 
ness never  signed  any  other  paper,  which  was  not  the 
case  with  the  present  will. 


Wilde.  In  EUis  v.  Smithy  Lord  Chancellor  Hardmcke 
said,  *^  To  the  maxim  of  Lord  Bacon  I  shall  oppose  one 
of  Lord  Treoot^s^  that  an  established  opinion  is  not  to  be 
receded  from."  Now  it  has  been  an  established  opinion 
that  a  will  subscribed  by  three  witnesses  is  well  executed, 
although  the  testator  omits  to  say  that  it  has  been 
signed  by  him.  All  that  the  statute  means  by  sub- 
scription and  attestation  is,  that  the  three  witnesses 
should  be  able  to  speak  to  their  own  signature.  Pro- 
vided 
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Tided  a  witness  can  do  that,  it  would  not  invalidate. an 
instrument,  if  be  should  say  he  had  forgotten  the  circum- 
stance of  subscribing  his  name.  If  the  witness  can  identify 
his  handwriting,  the  security  is  as  complete  as  if  he 
could  identify  the  instrument.  Whatever  may  be  esta- 
blished by  acknowledgment  may  also  be  established  by 
ficts  tantamount  to  acknowledgment ;  as  a  dumb  man 
may  acknowledge  by  signs  :  and  the  calling  on  witnesses 
to  subscribe,  is  equivalent  to  an  acknowledgment  that 
the  instrument  to  which  they  are  required  to  set  their 
names  is  genuine.  As  to  the  supposition  that. the  tes- 
tator might  have  signed  after  he  called  on  the  witnesses 
to  do  so,  it  is  not  to  be  presumed  that  he  meditated  a 
fraud  against  his  own  will.*  If  this  instrument  had  been 
a  deed  executed  under  a  power  expressed  in  the  same 
terms  as  the  statute,  it  would  have  been  deemed  a  suffi- 
cient execution  under  the  power.  Peat  v.  CugUy  \Sf  in 
point. 

.   Cttr.adv.vuU. 
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The  judgment  of  the  Court  was  now  delivered  by 
TiNDAL  C.  J.  (After  stating  the  facts  as  ante\  Upon 
this  special  verdict,  the  question  is,  Whether  in  the. ex- 
ecution of  this  will,  the  several  requisites  contained  in 
the  statute  of  frauds  have  been  duly  observed  ?  By  the 
29  Car.  2.  c.  S.  s.  5.  it  is  enacted,  *^  That  all  devises  and 
bequests  of  any  lands  or  tenethents  shall  be  in  writing, 
and  signed  by  the  party  so  devising  the  same,  or  by 
some  other  person  in  his  presence  and  by  his  express 
directions,  and  shall  be  attested  and  subscribed  in  the 
presence  of  the  said  devisor,  by  three  or  four  credible 
witnesses,,  or  else  they  shall  be  utterly  void  and  of  non- 
e&ect."  And  as  the  special  verdict  finds  that  the  whole 
of  the  paper  writing  is  in  the  handwriting  of  W.  WhitCy 
and  that  he  signed  it  before  it  was  signed  by  the. wit- 
nesses, the  jurors  do  find  in  terms,  that  there  is  a  devise 
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in  writing,  and  that  it  is  signed  by  the  party  who  makef 
the  derise. 

Again,  it  is  found  expressly  that  the  names  of  the 
three  persons  were  signed  by  them  upon  the  paper 
writing  in  the  presence  of  the  said  W.  White ;  that  is,  in- 
the  languf^  of  the  statute,  the  writing  was  subscribed 
m  the  presence  of  the  devisor.  So  that  the  enquiry  is 
simplified  and  reduced  to  this  single  question,  Whether 
the  devise  was  attested  by  them  within  the  meaning  off 
the  statute  ? 

It  has  been  held  in  so  many  cases  that  it  must  now 
be  taken  to  be  settled  law,  that  it  is  unnecessary  for  the 
testator  actually  to  sign  the  will  in  the  presence  of  the 
three  witnesses  who  subscribe  the  same ;  but  that  any 
acknowledgment  before  the  witnesses  that  it  is  his 
signature,  or  any  declaration  before  them  that  it  is  his 
will,  is  equivalent  to  an  actual  signature  in  their  presence^ 
and  makes  the  attestation  and  subscription  of  the  wit* 
ilesses  complete.  The  case  of  Ellis  v.  Smithy  which  waa 
decided  by  Lord  Chancellor  Hardwicke^  assisted  by 
the  Master  of  the  Rolls  Sir  J.  Strange,  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Willisj  and  Lord  Chief  Baron  Parker j  all  persons 
of  high  and  eminent  authority,  is  express  to  the  latter 
point. 

The  objection,  therefore,  to  the  execution  of  the  pre^ 
sent  will,  does  not  rest  upon  the  fact  that  it  was  not 
signed  by  W*  White  in  !heir  presence;  but  that  with 
respect  to  two  of  the  witnesses,  Houml(m  and  BristcWf 
there  was  no  acknowledgment  of  his  signature,  nor  any 
declaration  that  it  was  his  will ;  but  that  they  signed 
their  names  in  entire  ignorance  of  the  nature  of  the 
instrument,  or  of  the  object  for  which  their  names  were 
written.  And  it  is  argued,  that  if  such  subscription  of 
their  names  satisfies  the  intention  of  the  statute  the 
word  attested  will  have  no  force  whatever,  and  may 
be  considered  as  if  it  had  never  been  inserted. 

The 
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The  question,  however,  appears  to  us  to  be.  Whether, 
upon  this  special  verdict,  the  finding  of  the  jury  estab** 
lishes,  although  not  an  acknowledgment  in  words^  yet  v. 

an  acknowledgment  in  Jadj  by  the  devisor  to  the  sub*  l!^^^^ 
scribing  witnesses,  that  this  instrument  was  his  will  ?  for  Momouw 
if  by  what  the  devisor  has  done,  he  must,  in  common 
understanding  and  reasonable  construction,  be  taken  to 
have  acknowledged  the  instrument  to  be  his  will,  we 
think  the  attestation  of  the  will  must  be  considered  as 
complete,  and  that  this  case  falls  within  the  principle 
and  authority  of  that  of  Ellis  v.  Smith. 

In  the  execution  of  wills,  as  well  as  tliat  of  deeds,  the 
maxim   will   hold  good    ^^non  quod  dictum  sed  quod 
factum  esty  inspiciturJ* 

Now,  in  the  first  place,  there  is  no  doubt  upon  the 
identity  of  the  instrument.  The  paper  in  question,  it 
the  very  paper  writing  which  was  produced  by  the 
testator  to  the  three  witnesses.  The  great  object  of  the 
direction  of  the  statute,  that  witnesses  shall  subscribe  in 
the  presence  of  the  devisor,  was  to  prevent  the  possibility 
of  the  witnesses  returning  to  his  hands  any  other  in- 
strument than  the  very  instrument  which  he  delivered 
to  them  to  attest  This  object  has  been  attmned  in  the 
present  case,  and  the  identity  of  the  instrument  is 
beyond  dispute. 

In  the  next  place,  it  appears  from  the  special  verdict, 
that  the  devisor  was  conscious  himself  that  this  instru- 
ment was  his  will.  For  the  verdict  finds  that  he  was  of 
sound  and  disposing  mind,  both  at  the  time  he  signed  it 
himself,  and  also  at  the  time  when  the  witnesses  sub- 
scribed their  names. 

But  further  it  appears  from  the  inspection  of  the 
instrument  set  out  in  the  special  verdict,  that  the 
signature  of  the  three  names  could  not  possibly  enure 
to  charge  themselves,  or  any  other  person,  and  could 
not  have  been  done  for  any  other  purpose  whatever 

Y  4  than 
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1829*       than  simply  to  make  them  witnesses  to  the  will.    And, 

White       ^^y>  ^^  appears  from  the  same  inspection,  that  imme- 

V.  diately  above  the  names  of  the  witnesses,   there  was 

^cTbrituk    ''^^^^^  ^  ^^^  handwriting  of  the  testator  these  words. 

Museum.      <*In.the  presence  of  us  as  witnesses  tliereto^"  which 

do  amount  to  a  clear  and  unequivocal  indication  of  the 

testator's   intention  that  they  should  be   witnesses  to 

his  will. 

When,  therefore,  we  find  the  testator  knew  this  in- 
strument to  be  his  will ;  that  he  produced  it  to  the  three 
persons  and  asked  them  to  sign  the  same;  that  he 
intended  them  to  sign  it  as  witnesses ;  that  they  sub- 
scribed their  names  in  his  presence,  and  returned  the 
same  identical  instrument  to  him ;  we  think  the  testator 
did  acknowledge  in  fact,  though  not  in  words,  to  the 
three  witnesses,  that  the  will  was  his.  For  whatever 
might  have  been  the  doubt  upon  the  true  construction  of 
the  statute,  if  the  case  were  res  integral  yet  as  the  law  is 
now  fully  settled,  that  the  testator  need  not  sign  his 
name  in  the  presence  of  the  witnesses,  but  that  a  bare 
acknowledgment  of  his  handwriting  is  a  sufficient 
signature  to  make  their  attestation  and  subscription 
good  within  the  statute,  though  such  acknowledgment 
conveys  no  intimation  whatever,  or  means  of  knowledge, 
either  of  the  nature  of  the  instrument,  or  the  object  of 
the  signing;  we  think  the  facts  of  the  present  case 
place  the  testator  and  the  witnesses  in  the  same  situ- 
ation as  they  stood  where  such  oral  acknowledgment  of 
signature  has  been  made,  and  we  do  therefore,  upon  the 
principle  of  those  decisions,  hold  the  execution  of  the 
will  in  question  to  be  good  within  the  statute. 

Judgment  for  Defendants. 
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Tuck  and  Others,  Executors  of  Gibbons,  v.        Nov.  %6. 

Fyson. 

r^OVENANT.     The  declaration  set  out  a  lease  of  a  Where  a  les- 
dwelling-house  bearing  date  May  17. 1823,  between  "^  becomes 
Francis  Gibbons  of  the  first  part,  George  Grain  of  the  surety  i\)ined 
second,  and  Defendant  of  the  third,  by  which  Gibbons,  in  the  lease 
who  had  a  term  of  thirty  years  in  the  premises,  demised  ?^'*  him  is 
the  house  to  Grain  for  nine  years  from  Lady-day  1823,  lessor  for 
at  a  rent  of  80/.  a  year,  payable  half-yearly :  breaches  of 

And  the  said  George  Grain  and  the  Defendant  for  currine  be- " 
themselves,  jointly  and  severally,  and  for  their  and  each  tween  the  date 

of  their  joint  and  several  heirs,  executors,  and  admi-     .  .  *^**"*' 
.  .      .  missions  and 

nistrators  did  by  the  said  indenture  covenant,  promise,  the  delivery 
and  ngree  to  and  with  the  said  Francis  Gibbons,  his  **P  ®f  ^*  ^®*»o 
heirs  and  assigns,  that  they  the  said  George  and  J^^^  6G  a. 
the  Defendant,  their  executors  or  administrators,  or  c  x6.  j.  75. 
6ome  or  one  of  them,  should  and  would  well  and  truly 
pay  or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  Francis,  his 
heirs  and  assigns,  the  said  yearly  rent  or  sum  of  SOL 
thereinbefore  reserved  and  made  payable  on  the  days 
and  times  thereinbefore  limited  and  appointed  for  pay- 
ment thereof,  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning 
of  the  said  indenture :  and  also  should  and  would  from 
time  to  time  and  at  all  times  during  the  said  term,  at 
their  or  one  of  their  proper  costs  and  charges,  well  and 
sufficiendy  repair,  uphold,  support,  maintain,  glaze,  and 
keep  all  and  singular  the  said  messuage  or  dwelling- 
house  and  premises  thereby  demised,  and  every  part 
thereof,  in,  by,  and  with  all  and  all  manner  of  needful 
and  necessary  reparations  and  amendments  whatsoever, 
when  and  where,  and  as  often  as  occasion  should  be 
or  require,  and  at  the  end  01:  other  sooner  determin- 
ation 
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1829.        ation  of  the  said  demise  should  and  would  peaceably, 
_. '   '         and  quietly  leave,  surrender,  and  yield  up  unto  the  said 
V.  FranciSf  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  said  messuage  or 

Ftson.  dwelling-house  and  premises  in  good  and  substandal 
plight  and  condition.  And  the  said  Defendant  did  by 
the  said  indenture  for  himself,  his  heirs,  executors,  and 
administrators,  further  covenant,  promise,  and  agree 
with  and  to  the  said  Francis^  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
that  he  the  said  Defendant,  his  executors  and  admK 
nistrators,  should  and  would  from  time  to  time  and  at 
all  times  thereafter  savcj  defend,  keep  harmless^  and 
indemnify  the  said  Francis,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  of  and 
from  all  loss,  costs,  charges,  damages,  and  expensesr 
which  he  the  said  Francis,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  should 
or  might  sustain,  expend,  or  be  put  unto  for  or  by 
reason  of  the  said  George,  his  executors  or  adminis- 
trators, not  paying  the  rent,  or  not  performing,  fulfiHing, 
and  keeping  all  and  singular  the  covenants,  articles,  and 
agreements  therein  reserved  and  contained  on  his  or 
their  parts  and  behalves  to  be  observed,  performed, 
fulfilled,  and  kept 

Averment  of  Gibbon^s  death  November  18.  1826,  and 
of  Plaintiffs'  appointment  to  be  executors. 

Breach,  that  the  said  George  and  the  Defendant  had 
not,  nor  had  either  of  them,  paid  the  rent  aforesaid  for 
the  two  last  half  years  of  the  said  term  elapsed  on  the 
29th  day  of  September,  in  the  year  1827,  or  any  part 
thereof;  but  the  same  was  wholly  in  arrear  and  unpaid, 
contrary  to  the  said  covenant  of  the  said  defendant  in 
that  behalf:  and  that  after  the  making  of  the  said  inden- 
ture, to  wit,  on  the  18th  day  of  July,  in  the  year  1827, 
and  from  thenceforth  until  and  at  the  commencement  of 
that  suit,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  the  said  Defendant  and  the  said 
George  suffered  and  permitted  the  said  messuage,  or 
dwelling-house,  and  premises  to  be  and  continue,  and  the 
same  were  for  and  during  all  that  time  in  every  part 

thereof 
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thereof,  ruinous,  prostrate,  broken  to  pieces,  fidlen  down,  1829. 
and  in  great  decay  for  want  of  needful  and  necessary  re- 
pairing, upholding,  supporting,  maintaining,  and  keep- 
ing the  same,  contrary  to  the  said  covenant  of  the  said  Fybon. 
Defendant  in  that  behalf;  and  that  by  reason  of  the  said 
George  not  paying  the  said  rent  for  the  two  last  half-years 
of  the  said  term,  and  suffering  the  said  messuage,  or 
dwelling-house,  and  premises,  to  be  out  of  repair  as 
aforesaid,  the  Plaintiffs  had  sustained  and  been  put  to 
loss  and  damage  to  a  large  amount,  to  wit,  to  the 
amount  of  500/.,  to  wit,  at,  &c. ;  and  the  said  Defendant 
had  not  saved,  defended,  and  kept  harmless,  and  in- 
demnified the  said  Plaintiffs  from  such  loss  and  damage; 
but  had  hitherto  wholly  neglected  and  refused  so  to  do, 
contrary  to  his  said  covenant  in  that  behalf. 

To  that  declaration  the  Defendant  pleaded,  that 
the  said  George  Grain,  in  the  said  indenture  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned,  before  and  at  and  after  the 
making  of  the  said  indenture  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  and  on  the  26th  day  of  May,  in  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1827,  and  from  thence  continually  until  the 
suing  out  the  commission  of  bankrupt  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, was  a  hatter,  and  during  all  that  time  did  use 
and  exercise  ttie  trp/le  of  a  hatter  by  way  of  bargaining, 
exchanging,  bartering,  and  chevisance,  and  sought  his 
trade  of  living  by  buying  and  selling,  to  wit,  at,  &c. ; 
and  the  said  George  Grain  so  using  and  exercising 
the  trade  of  a  hatter,  and  seeking  his  trade  of  living 
as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  31st  day  of 
May,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1827  aforesaid,  at, 
Sec  became  and  was  indebted  to  one  Edward  Worn-' 
erdey,  a  subject  of  this  realm,  in  the  sum  of  80/.  lis.  6^. 
of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain,  for  a  true  and  just 
debt  due  and  owing  from  the  said  George  Grain 
to  the  said  Edward  Womersley ;  and  the  said  George 
Grain  was  then  and  there  also  indebted  to  one  James 

Knotty 
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1829.  Knotty  a  subject  of  this  realm,  in  a  certain  other 
large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  70/.  85.  Bd.  of 
like  lawful  money,  for  a  true  and  just  debt  due  and 
owing  from  the  said  George  Grain  to  the  said  James 
Knott;  and  the  said  George  Grain  was  then  and  there 
also  indebted  to  divers  other  persons  in  divers  other 
large  sums  of  money :  and  the  said  George  Grain  being 
so  indebted  as  aforesaid,  and  being  a  subject  of  this 
realm,  and  so  using  and  exercising  the  trade  and  busi* 
ness  of  a  hatter,  and  seeking  his  trade  of  living  as 
aforesaid,  afterwards,  and  after  making  the  said  inden- 
ture in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  on  the 
same  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  at,  &c.  the  said  debts 
to  the  said  Edward  Womerdey  and  the  said  James  Knofff 
and  also  the  said  other  debts  being  then  and  there  due 
and  unpaid  and  unsatisfied,  became  and  was  bankrupt 
within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  statute  then 
and  still  in  force  concerning  bankrupts  made  and  pro- 
vided ;  and  that  thereupon,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the 
25th  day  of  June^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1827  afore^ 
said,  at,  &c.  a  certain  commission  of  bankruptcy  under 
the  Great  Seal  of  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great  Britain 
and  Ireland,  bearing  date  at  Westminster  a  certain  day 
and  year,  to  wit,  the  same  day  and  year  last  aforesaid, 
grounded  upon  the  said  statute,  upon  the  petition  of  the 
said  Edward  Womersley  and  James  Knott,  was  duly 
awarded  and  issued  against  the  said  George  Grain^ 
directed  to  certain  commissioners  therein  named ;  (the 
commission  was  here  set  out),  by  virtue  of  which  said 
commission,  and  by  force  of  the  said  statute  con- 
cerning bankrupts,  the  major  part  of  the  said  commis* 
sioners  named  in  the  said  commission  having  severally 
and  respectively  duly  taken  the  oath  prescribed  and 
appointed  to  be  taken  by  commissioners  of  bankrupts 
according  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  that  case  made 
and  provided,  and  having  then  and  there  entered  and 

kept 
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kept  a  memorandum  thereof  among  the  proceedings  in  1829. 
the  said  commission,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  2d  day  cf 
Jtdy^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1827  aforesaid,  at,  &c.,  did 
in  due  form  of  law,  find  that  the  said  George  Grain  had 
become  bankrupt  within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of 
the  statute  made  and  then  in  force  concerning  bank- 
rupts before  the  date  and  issuing  forth  of  the  said  com- 
mission, and  did  then  and  there  declare  and  adjudge  him 
bankrupt  accordingly  :  that  at  the  time  the  said  George 
Grain  became  and  was  bankrupt  as  aforesaid,  he  the  said 
George  Grain  was  entitled  to  the  said  lease  in  the  said 
declaration  mentioned,  to  wit,  at,  &c.,  and  that  the  said 
rent  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and  every  part  _ 
thereof  (if  any  such  be  in  arrear)  became  due  and  was 
in  arrear  and  accrued,  and  also  that  the  committing  the 
said  supposed  breaches  of  covenant  in  the  said  declara- 
tion assigned  (if  any  such  there  be,)  was  committed  and 
made  afler  the  date  of  the  said  commission,  to  wit,  oa 
the  1st  day  of  Juh/j  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1827,  to 
wit,  at,  &c. :  that  after  the  said  George  Grain  became 
and  was  bankrupt  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  21st  day 
of  Julj/f  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1827,  at,  &c.  in  the 
parish  and  ward  aforesaid,  Elliot  Taylor  and  Edward 
Womersley^  being  then  and  there  the  assignees  duly 
appointed  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  George 
Grain  as  such  bankrupt  as  aforesaid,  declined  the  said 
lease ;  of  which  the  said  George  Grain^  so  being  such 
bankrupt  as  aforesaid,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on  the  day 
and  year  last  aforesaid,  at,  &c.  had  notice,  and  there* 
upon  the  said  George  Grain  being  such  bankrupt  as 
aforesaid,  afterwards,  and  after  the  death  of  the  said 
Francis  Gibbons^  to  wit,  on  the  said  day  and  year  la^t 
aforesaid,  at,  &c.  and  within  fourteen  days  next  after  he, 
the  said  George  Grain,  being  such  bankrupt,  had  notice 
that  the  said  assignees  had  declined  the  said  lease  as 
aforesaid)  delivered  up  such  lease  to  the  said  Plaintifis 

as 
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1829.  as  executors  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  And  this  the 
(said  Defendant  was  ready  to  verify. 

There  was  a  second  plea  setting  forth  the  same  de* 
FysoN,        fence  more  concisely.     The  Plaintiffs  replied. 

That,  by  reason  of  any  thing  in  those  pleas  allied, 
they  ought  not  to  be  barred  from  having  and  maintain- 
ing their  aforesaid  action  thereof  against  the  said  De- 
fendant, because  the  delivering  up  of  the  said  lease 
in  the  said  first  plea  mentioned,  was  after  the  sud 
21st  day  of  July  in  the  year  18^7  aforesaid,  and  after 
the  said  several  breaches  of  covenant  and  every  of  them 
had  accrued.  And  this  they  were  ready  to  verify. 
Wherefore,  &c. 

Demurrer  and  joinder. 

Wilde  Serjt  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  De* 
fendant  is  not  liable  in  respect  of  the  breaches  of  co» 
venant  assigned,  at  all  events,  not  upon  this  contract 
By  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  5. 75.  it  is  enacted,  *^  That  any  banlt- 
rupt  entitled  to  any  lease,  or  agreement  for  a  lease, 
if  the  assignees  accept  the  same,  shall  not  be  liable 
to  pay  any  rent  accruing  after  the  date  of  the  com- 
mission, or  to  be  sued  in  respect  of  any  subsequent 
non-observance  or  non-performance  of  the  conditions, 
covenants,  or  agreements  therein  contained :  and  if  the 
assignees  decline  the  same,  shall  not  be  liable  as  aforfr* 
said,  in  case  he  deliver  up  such  lease  or  agreement 
to  the  lessor,  or  such  person  agreeing  to  grant  a  lease, 
within  fourteen  days  after  he  shall  have  had  notice  that 
the  assignees  shall  have  declined  as  aforesaid;  and  if 
the  assignees  shall  not  (upon  being  thereto  required), 
elect  whether  they  will  accept  or  decline  such  lease  or 
agreement  for  a  lease,  the  lessor  or  person  so  agreeing 
as  aforesaid,  or  any  person  entitled  under  such  lessor 
or  person  so  agreeing  shall  be  entitled  to  apply  by  peti- 
tion to  the  Lord  Chancellor,  who  may  order  them  »o  to 

elect, 
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elect)  and  deliver  up  such  lease  or  agreement  in  case        1829. 
they  shall  decline  the  same,  and  the  possession  of  the 
premises,  or  may  make  such  other  order  therein  as  he 
shall  think  fit." 

It  is  plain  that  the  object  of  the  legislature  was,  to 
discharge  the  bankrupt  at  all  events.  Therefore,  in 
Dae  ▼•  Smith  (a)y  where  a  lessee  covenanted  not  to 
assign,  and  became  bankrupt,  and  his  assignees  took  to 
the  lease,  bis  covenant  was  holden  to  be  absolutely  dis- 
charged by  49  G.  3.  c.  121.  5.19.,  and  that,  therefore, 
if  be  came  in  again  as  assignee  of  bis  assignees,  be 
should  not  be  charged  with  that  covenant,  and  it  was  no 
breach  if  be  assigned. 

Now  the  bankrupt  would  not  be  absolutely  dis- 
charged if  circuitously  responsible  through  a  demand 
made  on  his  surety.  But  the  delivery  up  of  the  lease 
operates  as  a  surrender  and  extinguishment  of  the  term 
by  relation,  from  the  date  of  the  commission.  It  never 
could  have  been  intended  that  the  lessee  should  be 
discharged,  and  the  lessor  remain  bound  by  the  grant ; 
no  one  who  claimed  under  it  could  have  any  longer 
a  right  to  enter;  and  without  a  power  of  entry  how 
could  he  be  in  a  condition  to  perform  covenants? 
How  could  be  in  case  of  dispute  shew  any  title  to  the 
term  ?  It  is  possible  the  legislature  might  not  have  con- 
templated the  case  of  a  lease  with  a  surety  bound  by  the 
same  instrument;  but  the  in^rument  must  receive  the 
same  construction,  and  be  subject  to  the  same  in- 
cidents, whoever  be  the  party  sued.  If  then  the  prin- 
cipal lessee  be  by  his  bankruptcy  discharged  from 
rent  accruing  after  the  date  of  his  commission,  and  if 
the  term  be  extinguished  by  the  delivery  up  of  the 
lease,  it  must  be  extinguished  by  ):elation  from  the  date 
of  the  commission,  since  from  that  period  the  lessee  is 
declared  to  be  discharged  from  all  his  covenants.     It  is 

(a)  5  Tamtn  8oo. 

not 
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1829.        not  contended  that  a  surety  for  a  tenant  might  not^  by 

Tuck        some  separate  instrument,  —  by  a  contract  in  a  different 

V.  form,  —  be  rendered  liable  in  case  of  the  bankruptcy  of 

Fysok,  .     ^jjg  tenant;  but  the  Defendant  being  a  party  to  the 

present  lease,  and  chargeable  only  in  respect  of  that  in* 

strument,  hi?  liability  cannot  be  more  than  co-extensive 

with  it,  and  the  instrument  being  extinguished  by  the 

commission,  his  liability  ceases  from  the  moment  of  its 

extinguishment. 

Stephen  Serjt.  contra*  This  case  has  been  virtually 
decided  by  Iritis  v.  M^Dougal.  {a)  It  was  there  holden* 
that  if  a  surety  enter  into  a  bond  with  a  principal  con^^ 
ditioned  for  the  performance  of  covenants  contained  in 
an  agreement  for  a  lease,  such  surety  is  still  liable^ 
although  the  principal  become  bankrupt,  and  be  dia* 
charged  under  the  49  G.  3.  r.  121.  s.  19. 

The  language  of  that  section  is  in  spirit  and  almost 
in  words  the  same  as  that  of  the  seventy-fifth  section  of 
6  6.4.  c.  1 6.  The  discharge  of  the  lessee  does  not  neces* 
sarily  imply  the  discharge  of  his  surety,  but  rather  the 
reverse ;  for  the  very  object  of  taking  the  surety  is  to  se» 
cure  the  landlord  against  the  failure  of  the  lessee;  and  the 
argument  that  the  lessee  would  not  be  absolutely  dis* 
charged  unless  the  sui*ety  were  equally  discharged  also^ 
was  as  applicable  in  Inglis  v.  M^Dougal  as  in  the  present 
case.  With  regard  to  the  supposed  extinguishment  of  the 
term  by  the  delivering  up  the  lease,  that  delivery  was  re* 
quired  only  for  the  protection  of  the  lessor  and  lesseci 
and  the  statute  did  not  look  to  the  rights  of  others;  bat^ 
whether  the  term  be  extinguished  or  not,  the  lessor  is  en* 
titled  to  an  indemnity  at  the  hands  of  the  surety  if  no  rent 
be  obtained;  and  to  no  more  than  an  indemnity;  so  that  if 
he  were  paid  by  the  produce  of  the  land,  the  surety 
would  not  be  called  on.  It  is  only  on  the  supposition  that 

(a)  1  B.  M.  Z96. 

th« 
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the  legisiatnre  intended  to  discharge  the  surety,  that  the  1829. 
argument  of  an  extinguishment  of  the  term  by  relation 
to  the  date  of  the  commission,  can  be  supported  at  all ; 
and  Inglis  v.  M^Dougal  has  decided  that  the  legislature  Fysov. 
had  no  such  intention.  Admitting  even  that  the  term 
is  extinguished  by  delivery  of  the  lease,  there  is  no 
ground  for  contending  that  it  is  extinguished  retro- 
spectively. It  is  alleged  on  tliis  record,  and  admitted  by 
the  demurrer,  that  damage  had  accrued,  in  respect  of 
covenants  broken,  on  the  18th  July  1827 :  it  is  not 
alleged  that  the  assignees  had  declined  to  accept  the 
term  previously  to  Jt^  21.  1827;  and  till  they  make 
their  election,  the  effect  of  the  assignment  is  sus- 
pended, and  the  term  vests  in  the  bankrupt :  Copeland 
V.  Stevens :  (a)  so  that,  at  all  events,  the  defendant  is 
liable  till  the  delivery  of  the  lease  within  fourteen  days 
subsequently  to  July  21. 

As  &r  as  respects  the  annually-accruing  payments, 
a  surety  in  an  annuity-deed  is  much  in  the  same  situ- 
ation as  a  surety  in  a  lease ;  and  in  fVelsh  v.  Welsh  (b) 
it  was  expressly  holden,  that  in  the  case  of  an  annuity 
the  surety  was  not  discharged  by  the  bankruptcy  and 
certificate  of  his  principal. 

Wilde.  Whether  the  legislature  intended  to  dis- 
charge the  surety  or  not,  he  is  at  all  events  discharged 
by  the  form  of  the  contract  into  which  he  has  entered 
in  this  case ;  for  the  contract  being  at  an  end  by  the 
delivering  up  of  the  lease,  so  also  is  his  responsibility. 
And  this  distinguishes  the  case  from  Ir^Us  v.  M^Dougall^ 
where  the  responsibility  of  the  surety  arose  under  a 
separate  instrument,  a  bond,  which  was  not  affected  by 
the  bankruptcy  of  the  principal.  In  tliat  case,  too,  it 
could  not  be  affirmed  that  the  lease  was  determined,  for 
there  was  no  lease  in  existence.     Here  the  lease  was 

(a)  tB.^A.  593*  (^)  aM.^S.  333. 

Vol.  VI.  Z  deter-^ 


sac  CASES  IN  MICHAELMAS  TERM 

1989.  determined,  and  determined  by  relation  from  the  dale 
of  the  commission :  for  from  that  date  might  the  leteor 
have  recovered  the  mesne  profits^  had  he  been  driTeli  t6 
resort  to  an  ejectment. 

Cur.  ado.  mU. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  in  this  case  is,  Whethar 
a  surety  for  a  lessee  is  liable  in  respect  of  breadbes  cf 
covenant  which  accrued  after  the  date  of  a  commtsskm 
of  bankruptcy  against  the  lessee,  but  before  the  delivery 
up  of  the  lease  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  lessor  under  the 
provision  of  the  bankrupt  act  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  5.75.? 

That  section  contemplates  and  provides  for  three 
cases:  first,  where  the  assignees  accept  the  lease;  in 
which  case,  it  declares  that  the  bankrupt  shall  not  be 
liable  to  pay  any  rent  accruing  after  the  date  of  the 
commission,  or  to  be  sued  in  respect  of  any  non-observ^ 
ance  or  non-performance  of  the  covenants :  secondly^ 
where  the  assignees  decline  the  same ;  in  which  case  it 
declares  that  the  bankrupt  shall  not  be  liable  as  afore- 
said, in  case  he  deliver  up  such  lease  to  the  lessor  within 
fourteen  days  after  he  shall  have  had  notice  that  the  assign 
nees  shall  have  declined  to  accept  the  lease :  and,  lastly, 
where  the  assignees  do  not,  upon  request,  elect  whether 
they  will  accept  or  decline;  in  which  case  the  Lord 
Chancellor  has  power,^  upon  petition,  to  order  die 
assignees  to  elect,  and  to  deliver  up  the  lease  and 
possession  of  the  premises  if  they  decline  the  same. 

The  present  case  falls  within  the  second  of  the  pro- 
visions contained  in  the  section  above  referred  to;  and 
it  may  be  admitted,  that  under  the  circumstances  stated 
in  the  pleadings,  and  confessed  by  the  demurrer,  the 
bankrupt  himself  would  not  be  liable  to  be  sued  now  for 
the  non-payment  of  the  rent,  or  non-observance  of  the 
covenant  to  repair  stated  in  the  declaration,  inasmuch  as 
those  breaches  accrued  subsequently  to  the  date  of  the 
commission.    But  the  question  still  arises,  whether  the 

words 


We  think,  however,  the  doctrine  of  a  surrender  by 
rdation  cannot  be  supported  by  any  legal  analogy,  or 
by  the  proper  construction  of  the  statute. 

It  is  well  settled  by  the  case  of  Copeland  v.  Stevens^ 
that  where  the  assignees  do  nothing  to  shew  their 
acceptance  of  a  lease  for  years,  the  effect  of  the  assign- 
ment is  suspended,  and  the  term  vests  in  the  bankrupt 
until  they  make  their  election.  The  term,  therefore, 
having  once  vested  in  the  bankrupt,  must  remain  vested 
in  him,  until  either  the  assignees  elect  to  take  it,  or  until 
he  himself  delivers  it  up  under  the  provision  of  this 
section  ;  for  if  it  could  be  deemed  to  have  been  devested 
or  exianguished  from  the  date  of  the  commission,  it 
would  follow  that  the  bankrupt,  if  he  had  been  in  pos« 
session  during  the  interval,  would  have  been  so  without 
any  title  li'om  the  time  of  the  commission. 

And  as  to  the  statute,  it  contains  no  words  of  avoid- 
ance of  the  lease  from  any  antecedent  time:  it  only 
declares  that  in  case  the  lessee  delivers  up  the  lease,  he 
shall  not  be  liable  for  the  breach  of  covenants  incurred 
after  the  date  of  the  commission ;  and  these  words  appear 
to  us  to  import  no  more  than  a  personal  discharge  to 
the  lessee  from  his  liability  tinder  the  covenants,  by  the 

Z  2  per- 
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WQvds  of  the  statute  give  any  more  than  a  personal  dis-        1839. 
duii^  to  the  bankrupt,  and  whether  the  surety  is  not  still 
liable^  inasmuch  as  the  breaches  were  incurred  prior  to 
Ibe  actual  delivery  up  of  the  lease  to  the  lessor.  Ftsoir* 

It  is  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  that, 
when  the  lessee  has  delivered  up  the  lease  within  the 
dme  prescribed  by  the  statute,  it  operates  as  a  surrender 
of  the  lease  from  the  date  of  the  commission  ;  so  that 
the  term  and  interest  of  the  lease  must  be  considered  to 
have  ceased  from  that  time,  and  conse(]uently  that  the 
surely  cannot  be  held  liable  for  any  breaches  after  the 
eooHDi^ion,  the. same  being  breaches  after  the  term  has 
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1829. 


Tucic 
Fysqn. 


performance  of  a  condition  subsequent.  Inasmudii 
however,  as  the  liability  of  the  surety  was  running 
at  the  same  time,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  to 
extend  the  defeasance  to  his  case,  we  think  it  still  con- 
tinues until  the  actual  delivery  of  the  lease  under  the 
statute  to  the  lessor. 

In  the  case  of  Inglis  v.  M^Dougall  the  surety  was  held 
not  to  be  discharged  where  the  assignee  had  accepted 
the  lease  as  part  of  the  bankrupt's  estate,  though  the 
Stat  49  G.  3.  uses  words  exactly  similar  to  those  in 
question,  viz.  **  that  the  bankrupt  shall  not  be  liable  to 
pay  any  rent  accruing  after  such  acceptance."  And  we 
see  no  reason  to  doubt  the  propriety  of  that  con- 
struction, or  to  place  any  other  upon  the  words  of  thb 
act  Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  judgment 
should  be  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiffi 


Nov,  »3. 


Fielder  v.  Ray. 


After  the 
PUintiff  has 
provedf  by 
witnesses*  a 
case  of  im- 
plied or  oral 
contract,  he 
cannot  he  non- 
suited by  the 
Defeu'^ant's 
producing  an 
unstamped 
written  instru- 
ment, purport- 
ing to  contain 
the  terms  of 
the  contract. 


''THE  Defendant  had  engaged  with  one  Aldrich,  that 
Aldrich  should  print  certain  quantities  of  calico. 

Shortly  after  the  commencement  of  the'  process 
Aldrich  assigned  his  business  and  factory  to  the  Plain- 
tiff, who  proceeded  with  and  completed  the  work,  the 
value  of  which  he  sought  to  recover  in  this  action.  At 
the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.  the  delivery  of  the  goods 
was  proved,  and  that  a  great  part  of  the  work  was  done 
after  the  Plaintiff  had  succeeded  to  the  premises. 

The  Defendant  insisted  that  his  contract  was  with 
Aldrich;  that  he  had  never  retained  the  Plaintiff;  to 
whom,  in  any  event,  he  could  not  be  liable  for  more 
than  the  portion  of  work  done  by  him  subsequently  to 

the 


'in  the  Tenth  Year  of  GEO.  IV.  $33 

tbe  assignment  hy  Aldrich;  and  further,  that  he  had  1829. 
refused  to  allow  the  work  to  be  proceeded  with-,  by  the 
PiaintiiTtiU  he  had  signed  a  wrHten  agreement  containing 
terms  different  from  those  which  the  Plaintiff  now  sought 
to  enforce.  This  agreement  was  produced,  but  not  being 
stamped,  it  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff^ 
that  it  could  not  be  read,  and  the  learned  Chief  Justice 
being  of  that  opinion,  a  verdict  was  found  for  the 
Plaintiff. 

<  Wilde  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  this 
verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  two  grounds :  first,  that 
without  the  writing  there  was  no  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury  of  any  contract  between  the  Plaintiff  and  De- 
fendant; secondly,  that  as  it  appeared  the  agreement 
between  the  parties  had  been  reduced  to  writing,  the. 
Plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited  for  not  producing  it. 

Taddy  Serjt.,  who  shewed  cause,  argued,  that  after 
the  Plaintiff  had  established  his  case  without  any  sug- 
gestion of  a  written  agreement  having  been  raqde,  if  the 
Defendant  relied  on  a  written  agreement  he  must,  first 
put  in  and  prove  it ;  and  that  having  failed  to  do  so,  he 
could  not  say  tliat  the  Plaintiff  had  failed  in  establishing 
his  case,  since  if  the  writing  had  actually  been  pro- 
duced, it  might  turn  out  not  to  affect  the  conti*act  on 
which  the  action  was  brought.  He  relied  on  the .  lan- 
guage o(  Littledale  J.  in  Reed  v.  Deere  (a),  ^'  I^  indeed, 
a  plaintiff  get  through  his  case  without  giving  the  de- 
fendant any  opportunity  of  mentioning  the  written  agree- 
ment, the  latter  must  produce  it,  and  he  cannot  avail 
himself  of  it  unless  it  be  duly  stamped ;"  and  on  Rex  ▼• 
Inhabitants  qf  Rawden  (&),  where,  upon  the  tri^l  of  an 
appeal,  the  appellants  having  proved  that  the  pauper 
occupied  a  tenement  of  10/.  per  annum,  and  paid  rent 
and  taxes  for  the  same,  the  respondents,  in  order  to 

{a)  7  B.  arc.  166.  {h)  8B.e!fC.;o8. 
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1820^  shew  that  the  pauper  was  not  the  sole  tenant,  attempted 
to  prove  by  parol  that  the  premises  were  let  to  the 
pauper  and  two  other  persons;  but  the  witness^  in 
cross-examination,  having  stated  that  the  letting  was 
by  a  written  instrument,  the  Court  held  that  it  could 
be  proved  only  by  the  production  of  that  instrument 

Wilde.  The  evidence  on  which  the  Plaintiff  launched 
his  case  not  having  been  the  best  that  could  have  beev 
produced,  ought  not  to  avail  him.  If  he  had  proved 
his  case  by  a  witness  who  afterwards  had  been  shewn  to 
be  interested,  the  whole  of  his  testimony  would  have 
been  struck  out.  In  Reed  v.  Deere  the  objection  was 
not  urged  in  the  present  form.  There  a  party  declared 
upon  two  written  agreements,  by  the  second  of  which 
variations  were  made  in  the  first;  and  there  were  also 
counts  upon  each  separately ;  it  appeared  when  the  in<- 
struments  were  produced  in  evidence  by  the  plainti£^ 
that  the  first  only  was  stamped ;  and  it  was  held  that 
the  second  could  not  be  read  in  evidence  to  support  tb^ 
plaintiff's  case,  but  might  be  looked  at  in  order  to 
ascertain  whether  the  first  was  altered  by  it,  and  thai, 
therefore,  the  plaintiff  could  not  exclude  the  second 
agreement,  and  proceed  upon  the  counts,  setting  out 
the  first  only.  And  Rex  v.  Inhabitants  of  Rawden  was 
a  decision  upon  a  parish  appeal,  where  the  pase  of 
the  respondents  was  distinct  from  the  case  of  the  appel- 
lants, the  respondents  relying  upon  a  difierent  contract* 
But  Vincent  v.  Cole  {a)  sustains  the  present  objection. 
If  it  appear  that  the  contract  upon  which  both  parties 
are  proceeding  is  evidenced  in  writing,  it  makes  no 
difference  whether  that  be  shewn  in  an  early  or  late 
stage  of  the  cause. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  rule  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground 
that  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  contract  to  go  to  the 

(a)  sCarr.  Iff  P.  4^1. 
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jury  must  be  discharged.  Considering  that  a  great 
part  of  the  work  was  done  after  the  Plaintiff  was  in 
possession  of  the  premises  assigned  by  Aldrich^  and  that 
the  Defendant  received  the  goods,  there  was  at  least 
iome  evidence  of  a  contract  to  go  to  the  jury.  But  it 
has  also  been  urged  that  a  written  document  which  was 
tendered  in  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  and 
rejected  for  want  of  a  stamp,  ought  to  have  been  re* 
oeived,  at  least  for  the  purpose  of  nonsuiting  the  Plain- 
tiff, on  the  ground  that  he  had  established  by  testimony 
a  contract  of  which  there  was  evidence  in  writing. 

I  think,  however,  that  it  was  incumbent  on  the  De« 
fendant  in  that  stage  of  the  cause  to  prove  the  existence 
of  the  agreement,  by  producing  it  in  a  form  in  which 
it  could  be  received,  that  is,  properly  stamped.  It 
has  been  argued,  that  if  it  be  shewn  that  a  contract  is 
evidenced  by  writing,  it  is  immaterial  whether  this  ap- 
pear on  cross-examination  of  the  Plaintiff's  witnesses 
or  in  the  course  of  the  Defendant's  evidence.  But 
there  is  this  difference  in  the  case;  that  if  it  appear  by 
the  testimony  of  the  Plaintiff's  witness,  the  absence  of  the 
writing  is  an  inherent  defect  in  his  cause  which  it  is  in- 
cumbent on  him  to  get  over ;  whereas  if  it  appears  from 
the  Defendant's  witness,  it  is  an  objection  which  the  De- 
fendant must  substantiate  by  the  production  of  the  instru- 
ment in  the  regular  way :  otherwise  this  inconvenience 
nAf^t  follow,  *— that  the  Plaintiff  might,  on  a  mere 
assertion  of  the  Defendant,  be  nonsuited  for  the  non- 
production  of  a  written  instrument,  which  if  it  bad  been 
produced  might  turn  out  not  to  apply  to  the  contract  in 
question.  And  the  decided  cases  establish  this  distinction. 
The  opinion  expressed  by  LUtledale  J.  in  Beed  v.  Deere 
was  eonBrmed  in  Rex  v.  Inhabiiants  ofHamden^ — where 
upon  the  trial  of  an  appeal,  the  appellants  having  proved 
that  the  pauper  occupied  a  tenement  of  10/.  per  annum, 
and  paid  rent  and  taxes  for  the  same,  the  respondents,  in 
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1 829.  order  to  shew  that  the  pauper  was  not  the  sole  tenant 
attempted  to  prove  by  parol  that  the  premises  were  let 
to  the  pauper  and  two  other  persons ;  but  the  witness» 

Rat.  on  cross-examination,  having  stated  that  the  letting  was 
by  a  written  instrument,  it  was  held  that  it  could  be 
proved  only  by  the  production  of  that  instrument :  — 
and  in  Stephens  v.  Pinney  {a) :  there,  in  an  action  on 
the  common  counts  for  work  and  labour,  it  was  held 
that  the  plaintiff,  having  established  his  case  by  other 
evidence,  was  not  precluded  from  recovering,  by  the  de- 
fendant's proving  the  existence  of  an  unstamped  and 
unsigned  agreement,  which  fixed  the  price,  and  which 
the  defendant  did  not  give  notice  to  the  plaintiff  to  pro- 
duce. That  case  in  substance  and  effect  agrees  with  the 
present.  We  cannot  see  judicially,  that  this  instrument 
is  in  existence  unless  it  be  produced  properly  stamped. 
However,  as  it  would  be  hard  on  the  party  not  to 
allow  him  an  opportunity  of  producing  the  instrumenty 
we  think  the  rule  for  a  new  trial  should  on  this  ground 
be  made  absolute  on  payment  of  costs. 

Park  J.  I  concur  in  thinking  that  there  was  evi- 
dence of  a  contract  to  go  to  the  jury.  As  to  the  rgeo- 
tion  of  the  unstamped  instrument  produced  by  the 
Defendant,  none  of  the  cases  have  laid  down  a  rule 
contrary  to  that  which  has  been  acted  on  here.  Vincent 
V.  Cole  is  quite  consistent  with  our  present  deeisioii» 
because  there,  it  appearing  in  the  plaintiff's  case,  that 
the  agreement  had  been  reduced  to  writing,  Lord 
Tetiterden  held  that  he  must  be  nonsuited,  unless  the 
writing  were  produced.  In  Strother  v.  Barr  (i)  I  saidt 
"  that  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a  written  in- 
strument cannot  be  given  where  the  contract  contained 
in  such  instrument  is  the  sulyect  of  the  suit;  because 

(a)  %  Taunt.  3274  {b)  5  Bingb.  Z44* 

the 
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the  terms  of  the  agreement  must  depend  oi)  the  written        1829. 
instrument:"  and  Lord  Tenterden  has  laid  itdown,  that 
a  Judge  has  no  right  to  inspect  such  an  instrument, 
unless  it  be  produced  in  the  regular  way ;  otherwise  he         Kt\Y. 
might  be  involved  in  great  difficulties. 

In  Doe  d.  Wood  v.  Morris  (a),  where,  in  ejectment, 
the  landlord  proved  payment  of  rent  by  the  defendant, 
and  half  a  year's  notice  to  quit  given  to  him,  it  was  held 
be  could  not  be  turned  round  by  his  witness  proving 
on  cross*examination  that  an  agreement  relative  to 
the  land  in  question  was  produced  at  a  former  meeting 
between  the  same  parties,  and  was  on  the  morning  of 
the  then  trial  seen  in  the  hands  of  the  plaintifTs  at- 
torney, the  contents  of  which  the  witness  did  not  know, 
no  notice  having  been  given  by  the  defendant  to  produce 
that  paper ;  for  though  it  might  be  an  agreement  relative 
to  the  land,  it  might  not  affect  the  matter  in  judgment, 
nor  even  have  been  made  between  those  parties.  That 
was  a  stronger  case  than  the  present,  because  the  fact 
came  out  on  cross-examination.  But  Stephens  v.  Pinney 
is  exactly  in  point.  There,  in  an  action  on  the  common 
counts  for  work  and  labour,  it  was  held  that  the 
plaintiff,  having  established  his  case  by  other  evidence, 
was  not  precluded  from  recovering  by  the  defendant's 
proving  the  existence  of  an  unstamped  and  unsigned 
agreement,  which  fixed  the  price,  and  which  the  de- 
fendant did  not  give  notice  to  the  plaintiff  to  produce : 
this  concurs  with  what  was  said  by  Littledale  J.  in 
"EUed  V.  Deere :  and  Dallas  J.  said  (6),  "  It  is  clear,  if 
it  had  appeared  as  part  of  the  plaintiff's  case,  that  there 
was  an  agreement  in  writing  regulating  the  price  and 
terms  of  the  work  to  be  performed,  he  must  have  pro- 
duced it;  and  when  produced,  it  could  not  have  been 
received  in  evidence,  being  unstamped ;  and  the  plaintiff 

(«)  XI  Eajt,  %$y.  (h)  In  Stephens  v.  Pinney. 

then 
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1839.  then  must  have  been  nonsuited*.  The  plaintiff,  howeveTf 
had  made  out  his  case ;  but  it  appeared  in  the  course 
of  the  evidence  of  one  of  the  witnesses  for  the  defendant^ 

Rat*  that  there  was  a  written  agreement.  In  proving  the 
existence  of  the  written  agreement,  it  turned  out  tp 
be  unstamped,  and,  therefore,  hiadmissible  iA  evidence^ 
and,  consequently,  not  amounting  to  an  agreemrati 
The  evidence  only  goes  to  shew,  that  a  paper,  not  pro* 
perly  stamped,  is  in  existence."  And  that  was  ccm* 
firmed  by  the  decision  in  Sex  v.  B/mden.  There,  upon 
a  trial  of  axi  appeal,  the  appellants  having  proved  that  the 
pauper  occupied  a  tenement  of  10/.  per  annum,  and 
paid  rent  and  taxes  for  the  same,  the  respondents,  in 
order  to  shew  that  the  pauper  was  not  the  sole  tenant, 
attempted  to  prove  by  parol  that  the  premises  were  let 
to  the  pauper  and  two  other  persons ;  but  the  witness 
on  cross-examination  having  stated  that  the  letting  was 
by  a  written  instrument,  the  Court  held,  that  it  could 
be  proved  only  by  the  production  of  that  instrument. 

It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  this  writing  coming 
out  of  the  Defendant's  hand,  and  not  on  cross-examina- 
tion of  the  Plaintiff's  witnesses,  was  properly  rejected 
by  the  Chief  Justice.  There  is  no  ground,  therefore^ 
for  a  new  trial,  and  it  can  only  be  granted  on  payment 
of  costs,  to  give  the  Defendant  the  opportuni^  of  pro* 
ducing  the  instrument  in  a  regulai'  way. 

BuRROUGH  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  This 
instrument  was  part  of  the  Defendant's  evidence ;  and 
when  the  Plaintiff's  case  has  been  closed,  the  Defendant 
is  not  to  get  rid  of  it  by  suggesting  the  existence  of  •• 
writing  which  he  is  unable  legally  to  produce,  and  on 
the  subject  of  which  he  might  have  cross*examined  the 
Plaintiff's  witnesses.,   - 

Rule  absolute  for  a  new  trial  on  payment  of  costs. 

Gabelee  J.  was  absent. 
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Tatlock  and  Others  v.  Smith  and  Others.  Nov.  24. 


'THIS  was  an  action  by  the   Plaintiffs,  as  drawers,  By  an  agree* 
against  the  Defendants,  as  acceptors  of  Certain  bills  ^^^^tT^ 
of  exchange.  and  their  cre- 

The  defence  was  an  agreement,  bearing  date  October  dhore,  all  De- 
22.  1827,  (subsequent  to  the  acceptance  of  the  bills,)  by  ^^^^i  j„  ^^3^ 
which  agreement  the  Plaintiffs  and  others,  creditors  of  was  placed  In 

the  Defendants,  who  were  silk  dyers,  consented  to  ap-  ^,^*^r'^.v 

'  ^       ^  »      trustees  for  the 

point  certain   persons  trustees,  and  as   managers  and  benefit  of  the 

directors  of  the  Defendants'  estate,  for  the  purpose  of  creditors,  and 

winding  up  their  trading  concerns.     This  agreement   ^^^  ^^  ^^^^ 

was  as  follows  :  —  cute  to  the 

"  Memorandum,  that  we,  the  undersicrned  creditors  ^™**"'  ^J^n" 

^  '^  o  veyance  of  all 

of  Leny  Smith  and  Leni/  Deighton  Smithy  of  Paternoster  their  estate,  in 
Boa?  and  of  Hackney^  crape  manufacturers,  do  hereby,  ^l^»ch  deed 
with  their  consent  testified  by  them  and  ourselves  seve-  inserted  all 
rally  being  partners  to  and  signing  this  memorandum,  other  usual 
agree  to  appoint  Robert  Dodgson^  of  Wood  Street j  Cheap-  ^  *"**'*      .\ 
side,    silk  merchant,   Richard   Thomas^  of  Fen  Courts  on  Defend- 
LondoTij   Gent.,   and   William  Jones  BrowUy  silk   mer-  *°^*'  business, 
chant,  to  be   trustees,   managers,    and  mspectors  and  creditors  xar. 
directors  of  their  estate  and  effects  for  the  purpose  of  in  the  pound ; 
winding  up  and  settling  their  affairs,  by  the  collection,  ^J^^^c 
sale,    and  division   of  their  estate  and  effects  equally  execution  by 

amon^t  us  their  said  several  creditors :   and  we,  the  ^rf">«ants  a 

t      •         1  1.  1        1  11  t   conveyance  of 

undersigned   creditors,    hereby   severally    consent   and  all  their  estate 

containing  a 
clause  of  release,  which  the  Defendants  objected  to  as  insufficient,  and  refused  to 
execute  the  conveyance :  the  instrument  not  having  been  executed  by  all  the  cre- 
ditors,  a  meeting  at  which  the  Defendants  were  called  on  to  execute  was  adjourned, 
that  the  signature  of  every  creditor  might  be  obtained : 

Held,  that  Plaintiffs,  who,  as  creditors,  were  parties  to  the  above  agreement,  could 
not  sue  for  their  original  debt,  at  least,  till  the  conveyance,  such  as  it  was,  had 
been  executed  by  all  the  creditors,  and  ref  .tsed  by  the  Defendants. 

agree 
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agree  that  the  said  Robert  Dodgson,  Richard  Thomas, 
and  William  Jones  Brawn,  shall  take  a  conveyance  and 
assignment  of  the  estate  and  effects,  and  shall  receive 
and  pay,  direct,  and  manage  in  all  the  said  affairs  until 
each  creditor  shall  have  received  the  full  payment  of 
our  said  several  debts,  the  Surplus  to  be  paid  over 
to  Leny  Smith  and  Leny  D.  Smith.  And  it  is  further 
agreed,  that  when  sufficient  monies  shall  be  collected 
and  raised  from  the  said  estate  and  effects  to  pay  all  the 
creditors  2^.  6d.  in  the  pound  upon  their  said  several 
debts,  the  said  Robert  Dodgson,  Richard  Thomas,  and 
fVilliam  Jones  Brawn  shall  make  and  pay  such  dividend; 
and  so  on,  a  further  like  dividend  of  2s.  6d.  in  the 
pound,  until  the  said  several  creditors  shall  be*  paid  the 
virhole  of  their  said  debts :  and  the  said  Lem/  Smith 
and  Leny  Deighton  Smith  do  hereby  agree  to  make  the 
said  conveyance  and  assignment  of  all  their  said  estate 
and  effects  unto  the  said  Robert  Dodgson,  Richard 
Thomas,  and  William  Jones  Brawn,  whenever  thereunto 
required ;  in  which  said  deed  is  to  be  inserted  all  other 
usual  and  necessary  clauses  and  conditions.  And  it  is 
lastly  agreed,  that  this  agreement  is  to  be  void  unless  all 
the  creditors  whose  debts  shall  amount  to  20/.  and  up- 
wards shall  sign  the  same  within  fourteen  days  from  this 
date,  as  witness  the  hands  of  the  several  parties,  this  22d 

day  of  Oc/o6^1827." 

The  trustees  entered  on  the  management  of  the 
business ;  employed  the  Defendants  at  a  salary  to  assist 
them  5  and  by  sale  of  the  Defendants'  stock  were  en- 
abled to  pay,  and  paid,  lOs.  in  the  pound.  They  then 
called  on  the  Defendants  to  execute  a  conveyance  of 
their  real  property  pursuant  to  the  agreement,  but  the 
Defendants  objected  to  do  this  unless  the  conveyance 
contained  what  they  insisted  was  a  usual  and  reasonable 
clause,  a  general  release  from  the  creditors.  A  meeting 
of  the  creditors  took  place,  at  which  a  conveyance  was 

tendered. 
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tend^^,  with  a  clause  of  release  which  the  Defendants 
deemed  insufficient,  and  therefore  refused  to  execute  the 
conveyance.  This  deed,  such  as  it  was,  had  not  been 
executed  by  all  the  creditors;  and  the  meeting  was 
adjourned  in  order  that  it  might  be  ascertained  whetlier 
a  creditor,  whose  signature  to  the  instrument  was  want- 
ing, would  now  execute  it.  In  the  mean  time  the 
Plaintiffs  commenced  this  action. 

The  Chief  Justice,  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried 
at  the  Guildhall  sittings  after  last  term,  thought  that  the 
Defendants'  objection  to  execute  the  conveyance  was 
reasonable ;  but  that,  at  all  events,  the  action  was  pre- 
mature, because,  till  another  meeting  of  the  creditors 
had  been  held,  and  the  conveyance,  such  as  it  was,  had 
been  tendered,  signed  by  all  the  creditors,  it  was  not 
certain  that  the  Defendants  would  not  have  executed  it; 
he  therefore  directed  a  nonsuit. 


1829. 


Adams  Seijt.  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  this 
nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  Defendants,  by  refusing 
to  execute  the  conveyance  of  their  real  property,  had 
rescinded  the  agreement  into  which  the  Plaintiffs  and 
the  other  creditors  had  entered,  and  were  therefore 
liable  to  be  sued  by  them  as  before.  In  all  the  cases 
in  which  it  has  been  holden,  that  after  a  composition 
deed  the  debtor  is  no  longer  liable  to  be  sued,  there 
has  been  either  an  actual  assignment  of  the  whole 
of  the  debtor's  property,  or  sureties  have  been  given 
for  part  payment,  or  the  creditor  has  given  time. 
Fitch  V.  Sutton  {a)j  Steinman  v.  Ma^us{b\  Heathcote 
V.  CruickshanJcs  (c).  In  cases  of  actual  assignment, 
the  debt  has  been  holden  to  be  extinguished;  the 
giving  sureties  has  been  holden  a  good  consideration 
for  forbearance;  and  the  giving  time  to  the  principal 


(a)  s  Baitf  230.  (b)  xx  Eajt^  390.  (e)  »  T.  R.  %a» 
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has  been  holden  to  discbai^  the  sureties.  Bat  none  of 
those  ingredients  occur  in  the  present  cAse.  There  his 
been  no  conveyance  of  the  freehold,  nor  has  there  beeE 
any  reasonable  objection  to  it ;  &r,  by  agreement^  the 
trustees  were  to  held  the  property  till  it  paid  20».  in  idhe 
pound,  when  a  release  would  have  been  unuecetaaiyi 
and  therefore  could  not  have  been  contemplated,  b 
Boothbey  v.  Saa^den  (a),  where  a  man  being  embarrassed 
in  his  circumstances,  all  his  creditors  signed  an  agree- 
ment to  give  him  time  for  the  payment  of  their  r^ 
spective  demands  by  instalments,  and  to  take  bb  pro- 
missory notes  for  the  amount,  that  agreement  wag 
faolden  biEiding  upon  each  of  them,  the  signing  of  tbe 
others  being  a  sufficient  consideration ;  and  it  wad  da^ 
cjded  they  could  not  sue  for  their  original  cause  of 
action  without  praving  that  the  agreement  had  been 
broken  on  the  part  of  the  debtor.  But  in  Cranky  ▼• 
Hillary  {b) J  plaintiff, -the  drawer  of  a  bill  of  exchange 
accepted  by  the  defendant,  agreed  with  him  and  the 
rest  cS  his  creditors  to  take  a  composition  of  8<.  in 
the  pound,  to  be  secured  by  promissory  notes  to  be 
given  by  defendant  payable  on  days  certain,  and  that 
defendant  should  assign  to  the  creditors,  certain  debts^ 
upon  which  they  should  execute  a  general  release;  the 
assignment  was  executed,  and  all  the  creditoi-s,  eiccept 
the  plaintiff,  received  their  composition  and  executed 
the  release ;  the  plaintiff  might  have  received  his  pro^ 
missory  notes  if  he  had  applied  for  them,  but  it  did 
not  af^ear  that  defendant  had  ever  tendered  theat 
to  the  plaintifi^  or  that  he  had  ever  applied  for  them ; 
and  the  plaintiff  afterwards,  and  after  the  days  of  pof" 
ment  of  the  promissory  notes  had  expired,  sued  the 
defendant  on  the  bill  of  exchange :  it  was  holden,  that 
he   was    not   precluded    by   the    agreement    from   ve- 


(a)  3  Campb.  Z74. 


(b)  %M.^S,i%o. 


covermg. 
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covering.  In  Cork  v.  Saunders  {a\  where  there  was 
an  actual  agreement  to  release,  Hobroyd  J.  said,  '^  The 
effibcty  however,  of  this  agreement  to  release  seems  to 
be  this;  not  that  the  composition  should  operate  im- 
medialdy  as  a  satisfaction  when  paid,  but  that  the 
creditors  were  then  to  give  a  formal  release  by  deed, 
and  that  the  debtor  was  not  to  be  discharged  until  such 
deed  was  executed."  In  Butler  v.  Rhodes  {b)  the  debtor 
executed  a  deed  of  assignment  of  all  his  property.  In  JoUy 
y.  fVallis  (e),  the  creditors  accepted  of  the  composition. 
And  in  Thomas  v.  Court7u^{d\  where  the  creditors 
of  an  inscdvent  agreed,  by  an  instrument  (not  under 
seal),  that  they  would  accept  in  full  satisfaction  of  their 
debts  ISs.  in  the  pound,  payable  by  instalments,  and 
would  release  him  from  all  demands,  and  one  of  the 
creditors,  who  signed  for  the  whole  amount  of  his  debt, 
held  at  the  timi^  as  a  security  for  part,  a  bill  of  exchange 
drawn  by  the  debtor,  and  accepted  by  a  third  person, 
the  money  due  on  this  bill  having  afterwards  been  paid 
by  the  acceptor,  it  was  holden,  that  the  creditor  might 
retain  it. 
A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted. 


1829. 


Tatlook 

V. 

Smith. 


Wilde  Seijt.  rfiewed  cause.  There  is  no  evidence 
here  of  a  final  and  absolute  refusal  to  execute  the  con- 
veyance ;  but  taking  it  that  there  is,  the  clause  for  a 
rdeose  was  a  usual  clause  on  which  die  Defendants 
night  reasonably  insist  The  manifest  object  of  the 
agreement  of  October  22.  1827,  was  to  divest  the  De- 
fendaats  of  all  their  property,  in  order  that  it  might  be 
applied  to  the  discharge  of  their  debts.  That  agreement 
was  feiriy  acted  on :  possession  of  the  stock  in  trade  was 
given ;  the  trustees  had  the  management  of  the  concern 


(a)  iB,lsf  A.  so. 


(c)  zEsp.  aa8. 
{d)  iB.^jt.i 


and 
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1829.        and  paid  lOs.  in  the  pound;  and  the  Defendants  had  no 
T    \ocK      longer  any  possession  of  the  property,  except  as  servants 
V.  to   the   trustees.      It   would  be   unjust,   if,   after  they 

Smith.  haj  deprived  themselves  of  their  property  for  the  pur- 
pose of  satisfying  their  creditors,  accreditor  who  had 
acted  on  and  received  the  benefit  of  that  arrangement 
should  have  the  power  of  consigning  them  to  a  gaoL 
Lord  Ellenboraugh  C.  J.,  in  Cork  v.  Saunders,  says, 
**  The  plaintiff,  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement^  consents 
that  the  property  of  the  defendant  shall  be  assigned,  and 
be  in  the  management  exclusively  of  the  defendant,  under 
the  direction  of  the  trustees,  until  Michaelmas.  How  can 
the  plaintiff  then  replace  the  other  creditors  in  the  same 
situation  ?  I  should  have  been  inclined  to  remit  him  to 
hb  original  rights,  if  all  the  other  parties  could  have 
been  placed  in  their  original  situation ;  but  that  it  is  im- 
possible. This  is  an  anomalous  case,  in  which  the 
plaintiff  cannot  stand  in  his  former  situation ;  nor  can 
I  say  at  present  that  the  whole  shall  be  nullified*'^ 
Bayley  J.  said,  **  By  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  it  is 
stipulated  that  the  farming  concern  should  be  carried  on 
until  Michaelmas  for  the  benefit  of  tlie  creditors  who 
might  concur;  and  it  contains  a  further  stipulation,  that 
the  debtor  shall  assign  all  his  estate  immediatebf,  —  the 
consequence  of  which  would  be,  that  he  would  thereby 
divest  himself  of  all  means  of  payment.  It  is  true  that 
tlie  defendant  remains  in  possession;  but  as  servant  only 
to  the  trustees :  he  has  not  a  single  article  of  property 
which  he  can  appropriate  to  the  payment  of  his  debts. 
The  plaintiff  confides  in  the  trustees,  that  they  will  perr 
form  the  duties  reposed  in  them :  this  they  neglect  to 
do,  and  they  postpone  the  period  at  which  they  ought 
to  sell.  The  non-division,  however,  of  the  property 
cannot,  under  the  circumstances,  remit  the  creditor  to 
his  original  rights.  The  parties  not  having  provided  for 
that  event  by  the  terms  of  the  agreement,   it  appears 

to 
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to  mt  that  their  only  remedy  is  ia  equity/'  And 
JbbM  J.  **  It  is  said,  that  as  the:  trustees  did  not  sell  at 
MichaebncLSy  the  plaintiff  may  now  sue ;  but  how  can  the 
debtor  get  back  his  effects  ?  I  think,  therefore,  that  the 
cifcumstance  of  the  plaintiff's  not  having  concurred  in 
postponing  the  sale  does  not  remit  him  to  his  original 
right  cf  action."^ 

The  case  of  Crardey  v.  Hillary  has  no  bearing  on  the 
present,  the  Plaintiff  never  having  received  the  promis* 
sory  notes  which  the  Defendant  was  to  give  in  the  way. 
of  composition. 


"0 
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Adams  was  heard  in  support  of  his  rule. 


TiNDAL  C.J.  The  ground  on  which  the  Plaintiffs 
were  nonsuited  was,  that  they  were  not  in  a  situation  to 
sue,  unless  they  could  shew  that  the  agreement  of  1827. 
was  no  longer  in  force,  or  had  been  broken  by  the  De- 
fendants. This  agreement  seems,  by  its  terms,  to  con- 
templaile  a  suspension  of  the  right  of  actioa  on  the  part 
of  the  creditors,  and  in  our  judgment  that  suspension 
still  continues.  It  begins  by  stating,  that  "  the  said 
Robert  Dodgsan,  Richard  Thomas^  and  WiUiam  Jones 
Brawn  shall  take  a  conveyance  and  assignment  of  the 
estate  and  effects,  and  shall  receive  and  pay,  direct,  and 
manage  in  all  the  said  affairs  until  each  creditor  shall 
have  received  the  full  payment  of  his  said  several  debts ; 
the  surplus  to  be  paid  over  to  Ijeny  Smith  and  Lent/  D» 
Smith :  and  it  is  further  agreed,  that  when  sufficient 
monies  shall  be  collected  and  raised  from  the  said  estate 
and  effects  to  pay  all  the  creditors  2s.  6d,  in  the  pound 
upon  their  said  several  debts,  the  said  Robert  Dodgson^ 
Richard  Thomas^  and  William  Jones  Brown  shall  make 
Mid  pay  such  dividend ;  and  so  on,  a  further  like  di- 
vidend of  25.  6d.  in  the  pound,  until  the  said  several 
creditors  shall  be  paid  the  whole  of  their  said  debts/' 

Vol.  VI.  A  a  This 
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This  of  itself  implies,  that  the  trustees  are  to  take  all 
the  Defendants'  tangible  property  for  the  payment  of 
their  debts.  They  have  taken  it,  and  they  have  made 
payments  to  the  extent  of  105.  in  the  pound.  Is  it 
reasonable  that  debtors  who  have  surrendered  so  much, 
and  have  thereby  deprived  themselves  of  any  other  mode 
of  effecting  payment,  should  remain  liable  to  hostile 
proceedings  at  the  suit  of  their  creditors  ?  Their  situation 
itself  seems  to  preclude  the  possibility  of  any  such  in- 
tendment. The  agreement  then  goes  on,  "  And  the  said 
Leny  Smith  and  Leny  Deighton  Smith  do  hereby  agree 
to  make  the  said  conveyance  and  assignment  of  all  their 
said  estate  and  effects  unto  the  said  Robert  Dodgson^ 
Richard  Thomas^  and  WiUiam  Jones  Brown,  whenever 
thereunto  required;  and  in  which  said  deed  is  to  be 
inserted  all  other  usual  and  necessary  clauses  and  con- 
ditions." I  do  not  say  that  an  absolute  refusal  to 
execute  the  conveyance  as  it  stood  might  not  have 
remitted  the  creditors  to  their  rights;  but  in  the  pre- 
sent case  it  is  only  necessary  to  observe,  that  there  is 
no  evidence  of  a  sufficient  tender  of  any  release.  One 
of  the  creditors  was  absent  at  the  time  the  deed  was 
produced,  and  the  business  stood  oyer  till  he  should 
have  been  consulted  on  it.  The  rule,  therefore,  must 
be  discharged. 

Park  J.  Our  decision  is  consistent  with  all  the  pre- 
vious cases.  On  the  face  of  this  agreement  certain 
things  are  to  be  done,  which  plainly  imply  a  suspension 
of  the  creditors'  right  to  sue,  and  there  is  no  evidence 
of  any  thing  having  occurred  to  remit  them  to  their 
rights. 


BuRROUGH  J.  This  is  a  very  plain  case.  The  De- 
fendants' property  was  transferred  to  trustees,  and  their 
debts  were  partly  paid.     It  has  been  contended  that 

tfafere 
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there  was  no  consideration  for  any  forbearance  to  sue; 
but  tliat  is  necessarily  implied  from  the  nature  of  the 
transaction :  the  creditors  were  bound  by  the  agree- 
ment haying  been  executed  in  part;  and  nothing  has 
been  done  to  remit  them  to  their  prior  rights. 

Gaselee  J.  This  action  was  at  least  premature. 
The  meeting  at  which  the  terms  of  the  release  were  dis- 
cussed was  not  a  final  meeting ;  and  consequently  there 
was  no  proper  tender  of  the  release  such  as  it  was. 

Rule  discharged. 
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REGULiE  GENERALES. 

It  is  ordered,  that  in  future,  where  a  rule  to  plead 
shall  have  been  entered  in  or  of  the  term  in  which,  or 
the  vacation  succeeding  the  same,  any  amendment  shall 
be  made  in  a  declaration,  no  new  rule  to  plead  shall  be 
necessary,  but  the  defendant  shall  plead  within  four  days 
after  the  amendment,  unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
Court  or  the  Judge  granting  leave  for  the  amendment. 

N.  C.  TiNDAL. 

J.  A.  Park. 

J.  BURROUGH. 

S.  Gaselee. 


It  is  ordered,  that  in  future,  where  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  is  obtained  in  this  Court  for  the  purpose  of  setting 
aside  an  annuity  or  annuities,  the  several  objections 
thereto  intended  to  be  insisted  upon  by  the  counsel  at 

the 
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1829;       the  time  of  making  such,  rule  absolute,  shall  be  stated  ]& 
the  said  rule  to  shew  eause* 

N.  C  TiKDAU. 

JL  A.  Park* 

J.  Bu&ROUGS* 

S.  Gaselee. 

It  is  ORDERED)  that  in  future,  when  a  rule  to  shew 
cause  is  obtained  in  this  Court  to  set  aside  an  award, 
the  several  objections  thereto  intended  to  be  insisted 
upon  at  the  time  of  making  such  rule  absolute,  shall  be 
stated  in  the  rule  to  shew  cause* 

N.  C.  TiNDAU 

J.  A.  Park. 

J.  BURROUGH. 

S.  Gaselee. 


MEMORANDA. 

In  the  course  of  the  kst  vacation  the  Hon.  Mr.  Baron' 
HuUock  died,  at  Abingdon^  on  the  Oxford  circuit. 

On  the  16th  Nfyoember  in  this  term,  William  Bolland^ 
Esquire,  was  called  to  the  degree  of  the  Coif,  and  gave 
rings  with  the  following  motto :  —  "  Itegi^  regnoque 
Jiddis :^  and  on  the  same  day  was  appointed  one  of  the 
Barons  of  his  Majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer,  in  tlie 
room  of  the  late  Mr.  Baron  HuUock^  and  took  his  seat 
accordingly. 
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In  the  Tenth  and  Eleventh  Years  of  the  Reign  of 

George  IV, 


Fearn  v.  Lewis.  jan.  %$. 

n|^0  an  action  on  a  bill  of  exchange  for  200/.  the  De-  ^  Plamtiff 't 
fendant  pleaded  the  statute  of  limitations.  Aa^'^'f^h 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.)  London  sittings  after  shall  receive 
last  term,  the  Plaintifl^  in  order  to  take  the  case  out  of  *^'  attention 
the  statute,  put  in  the  fello><ring  letters,  addressed  by  the  honourable 

Defendant  to  a  friend   of  the   Plaintiff  in  the  year  minylconai* 

1QOO  •  ^^  them  to 

I02S0 1  —  •  J 

deserve^  and 

"  My  dear  Sir,— I  am  this  day  favoured  with  yours,  *?  "  1"^  ^^^''' 

^  ^  /  ^       ^  tion  to  pay 

and  feel  obliged  by  the  offer  of  assistance  to  settle  with  Mr.  them ;  but  I 

must  be  al- 
lowed time  to  arrange  my  aflVdrsy  and  if  I  am  proceeded  against^  any  exertion  of  mine 
will  be  rendered  abortive :  '* 

Held*  not  an  unqualified  acknowledgment  from  which  the  Court  could  imply  a 
sufficient  promiie  to  pay  to  take  a  case  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

Vol.  VL  B  b  Fearn , 
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Team ;  and,  in  the  present  stage  of  my  affairs,  I  can 
only  say  I  shall  feel  much  indebted  to  Mr.  Team  to 
withdraw  his  outlawry,  and  as  soon  as  common  decenqr 
and  my  situation  will  allow,  Mr.  TearrCs  claim,  with  that 
of  others,  shall  receive  that  attention  that  as  an  honour- 
able man  I  consider  them  to  deserve,  and  it  has  been 
and  is  my  intention  to  pay  them.  I  cannot  conclude 
without  saying,  I  must  be  allowed  time  to  arrange  my 
affairs ;  and  if  I  am  proceeded  against,  any  exertion  of 
mine  will  be  rendered  abortive,  and  the  Bench  or  Trance 
must  be  my  destination;  and  any  one  who  reads  my 
father's  will,  will  soon  see  how  I  am  situated.  My  best 
wishes  to  all  your  circle,  and  I  am 

"  Yours,  &c. 

"  W.  Lewis. 


cc 


Dear  Mannings  —  I  beg  leave  to  apologize  for  any 
neglect  in  regard  to  answering  your  kind  letter,  and  I 
assure  you  Mr.  Mathias  was  desired  to  call  on  you  when 
in  town,  and  to  arrange  with  Mr.  Team ;  however,  as  it 
now  appears  he  has  not  done  so,  allow  me  to  say  I  am 
ready  and  willing  to  do  any  thing  and  every  thing  to 
satisfy  Mr.  Team  and  all  my  creditors ;  and  my  only 
regret  is  that,  by  the  way  my  father  has  left  me,  I  am 
totally  unable  to  do  more  than  give  up  (which  I  do  by 
deed)  almost  the  whole  of  my  income  to  my  creditors^ 
and  no  man  can  do  more ;  and  if  I  am  put  into  prison 
not  one  penny  will  my  creditors  ever  receive.  For  the 
truth  of  this,  I  refer  you  now  to  my  father's  will^  and 
declare  to  you,  so  help  me  God,  I  am  not  worth  one 
pound,  and  this  place  is  mine  to  live  in,  but  every  thing 
b  left  as  heir-looms,  and  cannot  be  touched  by  any  pro- 
cess ;  and  if  my  person  is  laid  hold  of  I  never  will  pot 
in  bail,  but  surrender.   Let  me  hear  from  you,  and  am 

"  Yours,  8m:. 

•*  W.  Lewis. 


It 
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It  did  not  appear  on  the  record  that  the  Defendant  18  SO. 
had  been  outlawed  in  diis  action,  and  the  Plaintifl'  failing 
to  prove  it,  the  Chief  Justice  directed  a  nonsuit,  on  the 
ground  that  as  the  letters  spoke  of  a  claim  in  which  the 
Defendant  had  been  outlawed,  there  was  no  evidence  to 
connect  the  acknowledgment  contained  in  them  with  the 
demand  made  by  this  action. 

Taddy  Serjt.  now  moved  to  set  aside  this  nonsuit  and 
for  a  new  trial.  The  letters  containing  a  general  ad- 
mission that  something  was'  due  to  the  Plaintiff,  tod 
referring  only  to  a  single  claim,  it  was  for  the  Defendant 
to  shew  the  affirmative  that  there  were  other  claims  to 
which  the  admission  might  apply,  and  not  for  the  Plain-* 
tiff  to  prove  a  negative,  that  there  were  no  other  such 
claims.  In  Frost  v.  Bengough  (a),  in  an  action  on  a 
promissory  note,  the  defendant  having  pleaded  the 
statute  of  limitations,  the  plaintiff  gave  in  evidence,  as 
proof  of  an  acknowledgment  within  six  years,  the  follow^ 
ing  letter  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff: — ^  Busi- 
ness calls  me  to  Liverpool*,  Should  I  be  fortunate  in 
my  adventures,  you  may  depend  on  seeing  me  in  Bridoli 
otherwise  I  must  arrange  matters  with  you  as  circup>- 
stances  will  permit."  The  defendant  did  not  shew  that 
tliere  were  any  other  matters  besides  the  promissory 
note  to  which  the  letter  could  refer.  It  was  held  that  it 
was  properly  left  to  the  jury  to  decide  whether  this  letter 
referred  to  the  matter  of  the  promissory  note,  and  was  a 
fiufficient  acknowledgment  to  take  the  case  out  of  the 
statute.  And  Baillie  v.  Inchiquin  {b)  is  to  the  same  effect. 
[Gasdee  J.  Subsequent  decisions  have  laid  it  down  that^ 
to  take  a  case  out  of  the  statute,  there  must  be  a  promise 
to  pay,  as  well  as  an  acknowledgment  of  the  debt.] 
The  Plaintiff  was  not  nonsuited  on  that  ground;  but 

(^)   z  Bingb.  %66»  (b)   i  £jp.  435. 

Bb  2  in 


S5i  CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 

18  SO.  in  Tanner  v.  Smart  (a)  Lord  Tenterden  laid  it  down 
that  a  promise  to  pay  might  be  implied  from  a  general 
acknowledgment  if  there  were  nothing  to  guard  or 
qualify  it,  as  in  A^ Court  v.  Cross  ffi)  and  Scales  ▼. 
Jacob,  {c) 

As  to  the  outlawry  not  appearing  on  this  record,  tlie 
action  being  against  a  single  Defendant,  the  outlawry 
would  not  necessarily  appear,  as  it  would  where  one 
was  outlawed  in  an  action  against  several. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  If  upon  investigation  it  shall  turn  oq^ 
on  the  whole,  fruitless  to  send  a  case  before  a  second 
jury,  the  Court  will  decline  doing  so,  although  the  pre- 
cise objection  on  which  a  plaintiff  has  been  nonsuited 
may  not  appear  tenable.  And  I  think  this  case  ought 
not  to  be  submitted  again  to  a  jury,  because  the  Plaintiff 
has  &iled  to  shew  that  the  legal  operation  of  the  acknow- 
ledgment made  by  the  Defendant  is  such  as  to  take  the 
case  out  of  the  operation  of  the  statute  of  limitations. 

The  question  is,  whether  these  letters  constitute  a 
dbtinct  and  unqualified  acknowledgment  of  an  existing 
debt  Mow,  the  first  letter  points  to  a  debt  on  which 
the  Defendant  had  been  proceeded  against  to  outlawry, 
and  though  this  record  might  not  of  necessity  shew 
whether  the  Defendant  had  been  outlawed  or  not,  yet 
unless  the  Plaintiff  proved  that  circumstance,  his  daim 
would  not  appear  to  be  one  to  which  the  acknowledg- 
ment in  the  letter  could  apply.  But  neither  of  the 
letters  import  such  a  direct  and  unqualified  acknow- 
ledgment of  a  debt  as  would  authorize  the  Court  in 
implying  a  promise  to  pay.  They  import  no  more  than 
an  of&r  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  to  surrender  his 
income,  with  a  view  to  an  arrangement  with  bis  ere- 

(a)  6B.i!fC  603.         (6)  sBmgb.3%^.         {c)  sBingb.6z%. 

ditors. 
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ditors,   provided   he   be  allowed  time  to  arrange  his        1680. 
afiairs. 


Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think  the 
nonsuit  right.  The  letters  do  not  sufficiently  appear 
to  apply  to  the  PlaintiiTs  demand ;  and,  at  all  events, 
contain  no  more  than  a  kind  of  conditional  offer  to 
pay. 

Gaselee  J.  Admitting  the  rule  to  be  that  a  promise 
to  pay  may  be  implied  from  a  general  and  unqualified 
acknowledgment  of  a  debt;  can  this  be  called  an  un^ 
qualified  acknowledgment,  when  the  Defendant  threatens, 
that  he  will  do  nothing  if  the  creditors  proceed  ? 

Rule  refused* 


Hacks  Fine.  jan.  %%. 

rPHE  rule  of  court  requires,  that  in  Scotland^  acknow-  Scotch  fine. 

ledgments  shall  be  taken  before  an   advocate  or    . 
Writer  to  the  signet. 

The  deforciants,  ten  in  number,  lived  at  Inveftiess^ 
150  miles  from  Edinburgh^  the  nearest  place  where  ad* 
vocates  and  writers  to  the  signet  were  to  be  found,  and 
the  property  intended  to  pass  was  of  small  value. 

The  dedimus  was  therefore  directed  to  the  attornies  of 
the  sherifi^  one  of  them  a  magistrate. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  Court,  on  the  motioa 
of  Bompas  Seijt.,  permitted  the  fine  to  pass^ 
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Jan.  27.  French  t;.  Brookes  and  Another. 


Defendantt  HP  HE  Defendants,  directors  of  a  certain  mining  com- 
riffto^Der-"'  P^'^y*  called  the   Famatina  Mining  Company,  en- 

intend  mines  gaged  the  Plaintiff  to  superintend  their  mines  under 
in  America      ^^  following  agreement. 

Mrthree  yeari»         *.,         n  1.  i.-i^ 

at  a  taUry  of  Articles  of  agreement  entered  mto,  this  27th  Atigust 

600/.  per  an-  1825,  between  John  Oliver  French^  Esq.  of  die  one  part, 

cmse  «o/"  ^^^  Henry  James  Brooke^  Esq.,  and  Lieutenant  Col6neI 

every  year,  Bcwan^  for  and  on  behalf  of  the  Famatina  Mining  Com- 

and  commence  p^^y  ^^  ^^  ^^j^er  part. 

irom  hM  leav-    »-      "  ^ 

ing  England^        The  said  John  Oliver  French  shall  forthwith  proceed 

with  a  proyiso,  to  Buenos  Ajpres^  and  from  thence  to  the  mines,  and  em- 
should  not  be  P^^y  himself  for  the  space  of  three  years,  to  be  computed 
dismissed  from  the  date  of  his  arrival  at  the  mines  (but  determine- 
without  a  ^^  nevertheless,  as  hereinafter  mentioned),  in  the 
notice  or  a  service  of  the  said  company,  in  the  capacity  of  commis- 
twelve  month's  gioner  or  iSuperintendent 

themsraable  "^^  ^^^  ^^^^  Oliver  French  shall,  while  in  South 
expenses  of  Ms  Ametica,  reside  in  such  places,  and  remove  from  time 
7^**°^*^  to  time  to  such  parts  as  shall  appear  to  be  most  con- 
st the  mines  ducive  to  the  interests  of  tlie  said  company ;  be  shall 
three  years,  a  devote  the  whole  of  his  time  and  attention  to  the  service 
allowed  for  ^^  ^^^  ^^'^  company,  and  shall  not,  during  bis  coa- 
the  expense  of  the  return  of  his  family. 

Pkintiff  left  England  in  Augtut  1825,  ^^^  arrived  at  the  mines  in  April  z8a6. 

Defendants  dismissed  Plaintiff  in  September  18279  without  giving  notice  or  pa]^ng 
a  yearns  salary,  or  any  expenses  of  return.  In  an  actbn  for  breach  of  the  contract, 
a  verdict  having  been  given  with  damages  to  cover  a  year's  salary  from  the  time  of 
dismissal^  with  leave  for  the  Plaintiff*  to  move  to  increase  the  damages  by  320/.9  the 
expense  of  the  return  of  the  Plaintiff's  family>  and  470/.9  the  amount  of  salary  from 
the  end  of  a  year  after  dismissal  to  the  end  of  the  third  year  after  his  arrival  at  the 
mines, 

Held,  that  the  Pbiintiff  was  not  entitled  to  increase  the  damages  by  the  amount  of 
those  sums. 

tinuance 
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tiouance  in  their  service,  directly  or  indirectly  be  en- 
gaged in  any  other  transaction,  speculation,  or  under^ 
taking  whatsoever. 

The  said  directors  shall  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  unto 
the  said  Join  Oliver  Ftenchj  as  a  remuneration  for  his 
services,  the  following  salary,  that  is  to  say,  at  the  rate 
of  the  sum  of  600/.  sterling,  from  the  day  of  his  em- 
barkation for  the  first  year  of  his  service^  with  an  increase 
of  50/.  for  each  succeeding  year  of  his  service. 

The  said  directors  shall  provide  a  passage  for  the  said 
John  Oliver  French  in  such  vessel  as  they  may  think  fit 
to  South  America^  and  shall  defray  the  expense  of  such 
passage,  and  of  the  journey  of  the  said  John  Oliver 
French  from  thence  to  the  mines. 

The  said  John  Oliver  French  shall  also  be  allowed,  in 
addition  to  his  salary,  the  costs  and  expenses  of  journeys 
made  by  him  on  account  of  the  company. 

The  said  directors  shall  be  at  liber^  to  dissolve  this 
agreement  any  time  on  giving  to  the  said  John  OUver 
French  twelve  calendar  months'  notice  in  writing^  or 
paying  to  him  twelve  months'  salary  in  lieu  of  such 
notice,  and  on  paying  to  him  a  reasonable  sum  tbwai^s 
defraying  his  expenses  from  South  America  to  Engldndf 
the  expenses  of  his  journey  from  the  mines  to  the  port  of 
embarkation  to  be  also  paid  by  the  company. 

If  the  said  John  Oliver  French  shall  faithfully  serve 
the  said  company  for  the  space  of  three  years  from  hi^ 
arrival  at  the  mines,  and  shall  not,  at  the  expiration*  of 
such  time,  continue  to  serve  the  said  company  under  any 
fresh  contract,  he  shall  in  like  manner  be  entitled  to  a 
reasonable  sum  towards  defraying  the  expenses  of  his 
return  to  England^  the  expenses  of  the  journey  from  the 
mines  to  the  port  of  embarkation  to  be  paid  by  the 
company,  and  also  all  reasonable  expenses  for  the  return 
of  his  fimiily  to  England. 

Bb  4  In 


!880. 


8S8 


CASES  iM  HILARY  TERM 


1850. 


In  the  event  of  the  said  John  Oliver  French  beooming 

at  any  time  incapable  of  performing  his  duty,  from  Ul 

health  or  by  accident,  or  from  any  other  cause^  and  if 

his  term  of  service  shall  thenceforth  cense,  the  said  John 

Oliver  French  shall  be  entitled  to  receive  on  such  tei^ 

mination  of  his  service  six  months'  salary,  to  be  calculated 

tit  the  rate  of  salary  payable  when  the  said  John  (Xioer 

French  shall  become  so  incapable,  and  also  a  reasonabte 

sum  towards  defraying  the  expenses  of  his  return  to 

£nglandy  the  expenses  of  the  journey  from  the  mines 

to  the  port  of  embarkation  to  be  also  paid  by  the 

company. 

This  agreement  shall  have  the  same  force  and  effect  in 
South  America  as  if  the  same  had  been  made  and  ooo- 
eluded  in  that  country. 

And,  lastly,  the  sud  John  Oliver  French^  for  himself 
his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  <doth  herefagf 
covenant  and  declare^  with  and  to  the  said  Henry  Jama 
Brooke^  Esq.,  and  Lieutenant  Colonel  jBooan,  or  the 
survivor  or  survivors  of  them,  in  trust  fi>r  the  membecs 
for  the  time  being  of  the  said  company,  that  he^  tlie 
said  John  Oliver  French^  shall  and  will,  from  henceforth 
and  during  the  said  term,  well  and  truly  observe^  per* 
form,  fulfil,  and  keep  all  and  every  the  stipulations  and 
agreements  herein  contained,  on  his  part  or  behalf  to  b# 
observed,  performed,  folfiUed,  or  kept  to  the  best  of  hit 
health,  skill,  and  ability,  and  according  to  the  tme 
intent  and  meaning  of  these  presents,  under  the  penalty 
of  3002.  sterling,  and  which  shall  be  deemed  and  con^* 
sidered  as  liquidated  damages,  and  recoverable  accord* 
iogly.  In  witness  whereof  the  said  parties  to  these 
presents  have  hereunto  set  their  hand  and  seals,  the  daj 
and  year  above  written. 

J.  O.  FmsNCH. 
H.  J.  Brookjb. 
C.  Rowan. 

The 
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The  Plaintiff  sailed  on  his  voyage  on  the  29th  of 
August  1825;  proceeded  to  the  mines,  where,  after 
many  misadventures,  he  arrived  on  the  14th  of  April 
1826;  and  quitted  them  in  October  1827,  upon  re- 
ceiving the  following  letter  of  dismissal  from  certain 
honorary  directors  empowered  to  act  for  the  company  at 
Buenos  Ayr  es  I  — 

**  Senhor  Don  Juan  Cf  French. 

"  The  directors  of  the  Famaiina  Company  who 
subscribe  in  the  necessity  under  which  they  find  them- 
selves of  reducing  the  expense  of  the  enterprise  with 
which  they  are  charged  from  the  impossibility  of 
sustaining  them  in  which  they  have  been  placed  by  the 
non-remission  of  funds  on  the  part  of  the  directors  m 
England^  have  agreed,  at  a  meeting  of  the  5th  inst,  to 
suppress  the  place  of  intendant  hitherto  filled  by  you. 
In  consequence,  immediately  upon  the  receipt  of  this 
resolution,  you  will  remwi  separated  (discharged)  from 
the  service  of  the  company,  and  will  proceed  to  deliver 
over  to  Senhor  Don  Pantaleon  Garcia  all  the  utensil^ 
accounts,  and  other  appurtenances  in  your  charge;  to 
which  effect,  the  directors  transmit  a  complete  order  of 
this  date  to  the  above-mentioned  Senhor  Garcia. 

'*  The  directors  hope,  from  the  zeal  and  delicacy  of 
Senhor  French,  that  he  will  effect  this  delivery  with  all 
the  scrupulosity  and  order  possible,  in  order  to  avoid 
torpor  in  the  arrangement  of  the  affairs  of  the  com- 
pany.    All  which  is  communicated  for  Senhpr  Frenches 
intelligence,  and    the    consequent    ends,   offering  the ' 
protestations  of  their  (the  directors)  accustomed  con- 
sideration. 

(Signed)  Ramos  Larr£a. 

Pedro  Sheridan. 
Branlio  Costa. 
Felix  Castro. 

^^  Buenos  Ayres,  September  10,  1827.^ 

This 
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1830.  This  letter  the  Plaintiff  answered  aa  follows :  — 

FasNCH      <<To  the  Directors  of  the  Famatina  Mining  Com- 
pany at  Buenos  Ayrez. 

*<  (Gentlemen : — I  have  received  your  communication, 
in  which  you  announce  that  you  have  suppressed  the 
place  of  intendant,  and  that  I  am  to  remain  separated 
(discharged)  from  the  service  of  the  company  imme- 
diately that  I  recdve  the  above  mentioned  communication. 
I  protest  against  the  legality  of  this  proceeding,  which 
could  not  be  legally  verified,  even  were  it  sanctioned  by 
the  English  direcdon,  in  the  terms  which  you  have 
thought  fit  to  employ  for  effecting  such  dismbsal,  seeing 
that  the  directors,  by  contract  solemnized  and  admitted, 
(and  even  by  your  own  admission  in  a  similar  case  in 
your  last  official  letter,  which  I  have  in  my  possession, 
treating  of  the  discharge  of  certain  of  the  English 
miners)  are  obliged  to  pay  me  a  year's  salary  in  hard 
dollars,  reckoning  from  the  day  of  dismissal ;  and  pro- 
vide me  with  the  sum  necessary  for  the  reasonable  ex- 
penses of  the  voyage  of  my  fiimily  to  England^  or  other- 
wise give  me  a  year's  notice  of  dismissal,  paying  the 
cost  of  such  voyage. 

<^I  am  certain  that  my  relations  with  the  London 
direction  are  such,  as  not  to  warrant  the  arbitrary 
sudden  dbmissal  you  have  resolved  on ;  but  in  any  case^ 
I  shall  not  fail  to  do  the  utmost  in  my  power  in  order 
to  avoid  injustice,  and  to  realise  the  necessary  funds, 
and  apply  them  for  conveying  to  Buenos  Atpes  those  of 
the  company's  servants  whom  you  by  your  present  pro- 
ceedings have  left  in  my  hands  destitute  of  help  and 
means,  even  for  thb  purpose. 

<<  The  foregoing  is  the  reply  of  the  undersigned,  to 
your  communication  of  the  10th  ultimo. 

(Signed)  J.  O.  Frxkch. 

"Itf  Biyih  October  11.  1827." 

The 
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The  directors  never  gave  twelve  calendar  month's       18S0. 
notice  previously  to  dissolving  the  agreement,  nor  did 
they  pay  the  Plaintiff  a  twelve  month's  salary  instead ; 
nor  any  sum  towards  defraying  the  Plaintiff's  expenses     Bbooct^ 
from  America  to  England. 

The  Plaintiff  by  this  action  sought  to  recover  damages 
for  the  breach  of  die  above  agreement,  claiming  1815/. 
as  a  balance  due  to  him  from  the  company.  la  (his 
sum,  among  other  items,  were  included  700f.  for  a 
year's  salary,  from  the  date  of  the  dismissal ;  S20L  for 
the  expenses  of  the  Plaintiff's  journey  from  the  mines  to 
Buenos  Ayres^  and  of  the  passage  of  himself,  his  wife, 
and  four  children,  thence 'to  England  i  and  470/.  for 
the  Plaintiff's  salary,  at  750/.  per  annum,  from  the 
28th  August  1828  to  the  14th  April  1829,  the  end  of 
the  third  year  from  his  arrival  at  the  mines. 

No  special  damage  was  proved. 

Gaselee  J.  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried  at  the 
last  JLonAon  sittings,  thought  that  under  the  circam« 
stances  of  the  case  the  PlainUff  could  not  claim  these 
two  latter  sums ;  accordingly,  a  verdict  was  found  foi^ 
the  Plaintiff  for  1025/.,  with  leave  for  him  to  move  to 
increase  damages  to  the  amount  of  1815A,  by  adding 
the  two  sums  of  320/.  and  470/. 

Wilde  Serjt.  now  moved  accordingly.  If  the  Plaintiff 
had  been  permitted  to  serve  out  his  three  years  ac« 
cording  to  the  contract,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to 
the  expenses  for  the  return  of  his  family.  But  unless 
the  contract  were  legally  determined,  it  must  be  taken 
to  have  been  in  force  for  the  whole  period  named  in  it  r 
and  it  never  was  legally  determined.  The  directors 
were  bound  by  a  condition  precedent,  not  to  determine 
the  contract  without  giving  a  year's  notice  or  a  year's 
salary.  Having  neglected  to  give  either,  they  are  still 
liable  to  the  full  extent  of  the  agreement ;  which,  as  the 

Plaintiff 


French 
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18S0.        Plaintiff  was  to  have  tliree  years'  salary  from  the  day  of 
his  arrival  at  the  mines,  entitles  him  to  the  470/.9  from 
the  28tb  of  August  1827  to  the  14th  of  April  1828,  as 
Brookes,      well  as  to  the  expenses  of  his  family's  return. 

Toddy  Seijt.  moved  at  the  same  time  to  reduce  tlie 
damages  to  461/.  185.  4c{.,  on  the  ground  that  the  jury 
haAiot  made  allowance  for  a  sum  which  it  was  alleged 
the  Plaintiff  had  received  in  the  course  of  his  employ* 
ment  in  America. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  jury  in  the  main  have  done  jus- 
tice, and  the  verdict  ought  not  to  be  disturbed. 

My  Brother  Wilde*s  motion  stands  on  the  construction 
of  the  agreement :  he  argues,  that  the  contract  between 
the  parties  not  having  been  determined  in  the  mode 
pointed  out  by  the  agreement,  it  must  be  considered  as 
subsisting  for  the  whole  time  ori^nally  contemplated. 
But  this  action,  like  others  of  the  same  sort,  is  brought 
•because  the  contract  has  been  violated ;  and  the  case  has 
been  correctly  dealt  with  if  the  jury  have  given  damages 
£>r  the  breach.  The  agreement  says,  '^  The  dirc^ctors 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  dissolve  this  agreement  at  any  time^ 
on  giving  to  the  said  J.  O.  French  twelve  calendar  months' 
notice  in  writing,  or  paying  to  him  twelve  months' 
isalary  in  lieu  of  such  notice ;  and  on  paying  to  him  a 
reasonable  sum  towards  defraying  his  expenses  firom 
South  America  to  England"  The  jury,  therefore,  have 
not  erred  if  they  have  put  the  plaintiff  in  the  same  situ- 
ation as  if  the  directors,  upon  dismissing  him,  had  paid 
at  the  time  twelve  months'  salary,  and  a  reasonable  sum 
towards  defraying  his  expenses  from  South  America  to 
England. 

It  is  true,  notice  of  dismissal  was  not  ^ven;  but 
suppose  the  directors,  at  the  date  of  their  letter  had 
paid  down  750/.  in  addition   to   the  expenses  of  the 

Plaintiff's 
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Plaintiff's  own  return ;  would  not  that  have  been  suffi- 
cient?    That  is  the  amount  which   in  effect  the  jury 
have  given,  so  that  there  is  no  part  of  the  agreement 
which  their  verdict  leaves  untouched.     The  clause  for 
the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  the  Plaintiff's  family, 
applies  only  to  the  case  of  three  years'  service  fully  per- 
formed ;  but  damage  for  the  breach  of  the  contract  is 
what  is  claimed  at  the  hands  of  the  jury.     If  any  special 
damage  had  been  alleged  and  proved,  as  resulting  from 
the  directors  not  having  paid  the  year's  salary  at  the 
time  of  the  dismissal,  the  jury  might  have  found  for 
that;  but  the  sum  now  claimed  for  the  expenses  of  the 
return  of  the  Plaintiff's  family  was  not  a  demand  which^ 
under  the  circumstances,  the  Plaintiff  was  in  a  situation 
tb  make.    The  rule,  therefore,  must  be  refused;  an4 
the  Defendant's  evidence  is  not  sufficiently  dear  to 
support  the  application  which  has  been  made  on  the 
part  of  the  Defendants. 


Ga8ELE£  J.  (a)  The  only  points  reserved  were, 
whether  the  Plaintiff  were  entitled  to  tlie  expenses  of  his 
family's  return,  and  to  salary  from  August  1828  to  April 
1829.  On  those  points  I  had  no  doubt,  and  I  think 
that  the  evidence  affords  no  adequate  ground  for  the 
application  which  has  been  made  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendant 

Rule  refused. 


{a)  Pari  J.  was  absent. 


962  CASES  iM  HILARY  TERM 

1830. 


fofficient. 


Jan.  i8.  Doe  dem.  Campbell  v.  Scott. 

Notice  to  a      HTHE  Defendant  in  this  case  was  a  tenant  from  wedc 

to'^it atrtf  ^  ^^'^  *^  ^^  ^^  commenced  on  a  Wedttegdaj^. 

end  of  h'lt  He  received  notice  to  quit  on  JPHdayf  ^  proyided  his 

toiaiicy  nea^  t^^ancy  expired  on  Fridm/9  or  otherwise  at  the  end  of 

from  the  date  ^^  tenancy  next  after  one  week  from  the  date  of  the 

of  the  noticei  notice." 

After  a  sufficient  time  to  cover  a  tenancy  commendng 
with  any  day  in  the  week  this  gectment  was  broogfat» 
and  a  verdict  having  been  given  for  the  lessor  of  the 
Plmntifl^ 

Lcpwes  Serjt  moved  to  set  it  aside  and  enter  a  nonsai^ 
on  the  ground  that  the  notice  was  insufficient  It 
Cfoght,  he  contended^  to  have  specified  some  precise 
time  for  quitting,  or  at  all  events  to  have  required  the 
tenant  to  quit  at  the  end  of  his  curreni  weekm 

But  the  Court  thought  the  notice  sufficient,  and 

Took  nodiingi 
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CuMMiNO  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Cavanaoh       Feb.  3. 
and  Others,  Bankrupts,  v.  Baily. 

nPROVER  for  deeds  and  bills  of  exchange.  2.  A  bill  of 

The  question  in  the  cause  was,  Whether  Nathanid  exchange  !• 
Cavanagfii  Henry  Brawn^  and  William  Brown  had  com^  ^^],|!^ 
mitted  acts  of  bankruptcy ;  as  to  which  the  facts  were  at  meaning  of 
follow :  —  6  0.4*c.i6. 

Cavanagh  Bnd  the  Braaons  carried  on  the.  business  of  fbudulent  de- 
bankers  9XB(Uh  and  BristoL  Henry  Brcfmn  lived  at  Hvery  or  tnnt- 
Bristolf  WiUiam  Br(mn  lived  in  the  banking  bouse  at  ^  conStote 
Baihf  and  Cavanagh  lived  at  Bath^  bat  not  in  the  an  act  of 

banking  house.  bankruptcy. 

-rx  1  *•  Cloiine 

During  the  week  ending  on  Sahtrday  the  17th  of  thedoonand 

December  1825,  the  holders  of  the  notes  of  this  firm  ibuttmof  a 

being  seized  with  a  panic,  a  great  drainage  of  the  funds  |.|qq|^^ 

of  the  bank  took  place.  keep  hooter" 

fVilliam  Bnmm,  who  had  proceeded  to  London  for  a  ^^^%\  ^ 

banker  be  not 
supply  of  money  on  Monday  the  12th,  returned  to  Bath  domiciled  at 

on  Tuesday  the  1  Sth  with  6000iL,  and  proceeded  again  ^«  l»nl^ 
to  London  for  more  the  next  day. 

On  Thursday  morning  the  partners  remaining  in  Bath 
sent  a  special  messenger  to  Wm.  Brawn  in  London^  be- 
cause the  absence  of  another  partner  would  have 
occasioned  suspicion ;  they  urged  a  further  supply,  and 
stated  that  if  the  messenger  or  Wm.  Brown  did  not  re- 
turn with  it  on  Saturday  morning,  they  could  not  go  bn. 
The  messenger  returned  by  Friday  morning  with  1000/. 
Pressing  applications  were  forwarded  to  Wm.  Brawn  for 
more,  and  on  Sunday  morning  another  1000/.  arrived 
by  the  post.  The  partners  then  wrote  to  Wm.  Brawn^ 
that  they  bad  no  funds  to  meet  the  demands  on  them, 

and 
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Gumming 
Baily. 


and  that  the  house  must  stopi  unless  they  got  a  supply 
of  gold  immediately.  They  also  sent  a  friend  to  urge 
his  return. 

On  Monday  evening,  the  19th,  Cavanagh  and  Hemy 
Brffwn  came  to  the  resolution  of  stopping  payment, 
unless  JVm,  Bronxm  arrived  on  Tuesday  morning.  Wm. 
Brawn  not  having  made  his  appearance  on  Tuesday 
morning,  the  door  and  shutters  of  the  bank  at  Bath 
were  by  their  directions  continued  closed,  and  a  placard 
was  posted  on  the  bank  door,  informing  the  public  that 
the  firm  had  been  under  the  necessity  of  suspending 
their  payments. 

A  great  number  of  persons  assembled  in  the  street^ 
and  were  clamorous  for  admittance,  exhibiting  their  im* 
patience  by  knocking  at  the  door  and  otherwise;  but 
neither  the  door  of  the  bank  nor  the  windows  were 
opened. 

Wm.  BrawHf  on  hb  arrival  in  London  on  Wednesdmf 
evening  the  14thj  went  to  the  London  Co&e  Houses 
Ludgate  Hilly  and  was  busily  occupied  till  the  Saiurdmf 
evening  following  in  exertions  to  procure  moneyy  when 
he  became  so  agitated  with  disf^pointment,  that  it  was 
thought  he  might  be  tempted  to  commit  violence  <m 
himself,  and  at  the  persuasion  of  a  friend  he  removed 
to  Steoen^s  hotel  in  Bond  Street,  where  he  was  found  by 
a  messenger  from  his  partners  sent  to  expedite  his  return. 
No  money  was  raised  after  Saturday,  and  notwithstand- 
ing the  most  pressing  solicitations  by  his  partners  for  his 
immediate  return,  he  did  not  arrive  in  Bath  before 
Tuesday  evening  the  20th. 

He  then  expressed  some  surprise  and  regret  at  the 
circumstance  of  the  bank  having  been  closed,  and  de^ 
sired  that  any  person  who  called  might  be  admitted 
to  him. 

.  But  such  as  called  were  admitted  by  a  private  door, 
and. the  doors  and  windows  of  the  bank  remained  dosed 
as  before. 

A  sum 
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A  sum  of  300/.  having  been  paid  by  Lady  Delctwarr 
into  the  house  of  the  bankrupts'  London  correspondent 
to  the  credit  of  the  bankrupts,  Wm.  Brawn  enclosed  in 
a  letter  to  Lady  Delcvwarr  a  bill  of  exchange  for  SOO/.^ 
drawn  by  Dr.  Daniel  on  W*  J.  Smithj  the  property  of 
the  firm,  and  advised  her  ladyship  that  he  had  done 
this  in  order  to  allay  any  uneasiness  she  might  feel  from 
the  alarming  circumstances  of  the  times.  This  letter, . 
it  was  stated,  came  to  Lady  Delaxvarr^s  hand  about  the 
Chrishnas  week. 

The  learned  Chief  Justice  told  the  jury,  tliat  if  they 
thought  the  closing  the  doors  and  windows  of  the  bank 
by  Cavanagh  and  H.  Brawn^  was  a  beginning  to  keep 
house,  or  an  absenting  themselves  with  intent  to  delay 
creditors,  they  bad  thereby  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy. He  left  it  to  the  jury  to  determine,  whether 
Wm.  Brawn  had  remained  in  London  for  the  purpose  of  ^ 
avoiding  his  creditors,  although  he  bad  at  first  come 
thither  for  the  lawful  purpose  of  procuring  money ;  and 
also,  whether  he  had  sent  the  bill  of  exchange  to  Lady 
Delawarr  before  or  after  the  20th  of  December. 

A  verdict  having  been  given  for  the  Plaintiff  on  all 
the  points. 


Gumming 

V. 

Baily. 


Taddy  Seijt  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  the  closing  the  doors  and  shutters  of  the  bank  was. 
not  an  act  of  bankruptcy  in  Cavanagh  and  Henry  Brawn^ 
the  bank  not  being  their  place  of  residence,  and  the 
banning  to  keep  house  described  by  the  statute  applying, 
as  he  contended,  only  to  the  dwelling-house,  and  not  to 
the  shop  or  place  of  business  of  the  trader ;  that  Wm. 
Brawn  could  not  be  said  to^  have  remained  in  London 
for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  creditors,  when  he  had  so 
recently  proceeded  thither  for  the  purpose  of  raising 
money ;  and  that  the  transfer  of  the  bill  of  exchange  to 
Lady  Delawarr^  if  it  took  place  previously  to  the  ^Oth 
of  December^  was  not  a  transfer  of  a  chattel  to  occasion 

VoL.\I.  Cc  an 
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an  act  of  bankruptcy  within  the  third  section  of  6  G.  4. 
c.  16. (a);  for  which  he  cited  an  opinion  expressed  by 
Best  C.  J.  in  an  unreported  Nisi  Prius  case  of  Bigley  v. 
Bousfield. 


Wilde  and  Russell  Serjts.  shewed  cause. 

The  closing  the  bank  door  and  shutters  by  Cavanagh 
and  Henry  Brawn  was  an  act  of  bankniptcy  of  the  most 
unequivocal  description.  Within  the  spirit  of  tbe-statute, 
closing  the  place  of  business  and  refusing  admission  to 
creditors  is  more  conclusively  an  act  of  bankruptcy  than 
closing  the  dwelling-house :  for  it  is  with  the  place  of 
business  that  the  creditors  are  certainly  acquainted,  and 
there  they  have  a  right  at  seasonable  hours  to  expect  their 
debtor.  In  Dudley  v.  Vaughan  {b\  Lord  Ellenborougk  C  J. ' 
ruled,  that  a  trader  b^inning  to  keep  house  with  intent 
to  delay  his  creditors  was  sufficient  to  constitute  an  act 
of  bankruptcy,  though  he  were  only  denied  to  be  seen, 
but  not  denied  to  be  at  home.  And  in  Gillingham  and 
Others  v.  Laing  (c),  a  newsvender,  who  frequented  the 
Rcyal  Exchange  for  the  purpose  of  collecting  intelligence 
for  a  newspaper,  appointed  a  creditor  to  meet  him*  on 
the  Royal  Exchange^  and  afterwards  directed  a  friend,  if 


{a)  By  which  it  is  enacted, 
**  That  if  any  trader  shall  de-. 
part  this  realm*  or  being  out  of 
this  realm  shall  remain  abroad, 
or  depart  from  his  dwelling- 
house,  or  otherwise  absent  him- 
self, or  begin  to  keep  his  house, 
or  suffer  himself  to  be  arrested 
for  any  debt  not  due,  or  yield 
himself  to  prison  or  suffer  him- 
self to  be  outlawed,  or  procure 
himself  to  be  arrestedi  or  his 
goods,  money,  or  chattels  to  be 
attached,  sequestered,  or  taken  in 
execution  ;  or  make  or  cause  to 
be  made,  either  within  this  realm 
or  elsewhere,  any  fraudulent  grant 
or  conveyance  of  any  of  his  lands, 


tenements,  goods,  or  chattels  ^  or 
make  or  cause  to  be  made  any 
fraudulent  surrender  of  any  df 
his  copyhold  lands  or  tenements ^ . 
or  make  or  cause  to  be  made  any 
fraudulent  gift,  delivery,  or  trans- 
fer of  any  of  his  goods  or  chattek; 
every  such  trader  doing,  suffering, 
procuring,  executing,  permitting, 
making,  or  causing  to  be  made 
any  of  the  acts,  deeds,  or  nnUten 
aforesaid,  with  intent  to  defeat 
or  delay  his  creditors,  shall  be 
deemed  to  have  thereby  com- 
mitted an  act  of  bankruptcy." 

{b)  9  Eastt  4^1. 

(r)  6  Taunt/ $32, 

the 
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the  creditor  enquired  there  fOr  him,  to  say  he  was  not 
there :  it  was  held,  that  this  was  an  **  otherwise  absent- 
ing  himself/'  which  constituted  an  act  of  bankruptcy 
within  the  statute  1  Jac.  1.  c,  15*  s.  2.  So,  where  he  saw 
a  creditor  at  the  theatre,  and  secreted  himself  under  the 
atage  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  him. 

Then,  admitting  that  William  Brown  proceeded  to 
London  for  a  lawful  purpose,  there  was  ample  evidence 
to  warrant  the  jury  in  finding  that  he  remained  there 
tor  the  purpose  of  avoiding  his  creditors,  not  having 
courage  to  meet  them.  But  at  nil  events,  the  transfer 
of  the  bill  of  exchange  (which,  from  the  language  of  the 
letter  containing  it,  the  jury  had  a  right  to  presume  was 
previous  to  the  20th  of  December)^  was  a  fraudulent 
transfer  of  a  chattel  within  the  meanin|f  of  the  third 
section  of  6  G-  4|.  c.  16.  All  the  text  books  lay  it  down 
that  goods  and  chattels  comprise  every  species  of  per- 
sonal property,  including  choses  in  action  (a),  even  in 
forfeitures  to  the  crown :  and  though  a  distinction  was 
formerly  attempted  to  be  made  between  bonds  and 
simple  contract  debts,  that  distinction  was  overruled  in 
Slad^s  case.  (J)  "  From  that  time  to  the  present," 
according  to  Abbott  C.  J.  in  Btdlock  v.  Dodds  (c)  *^  debts 
by  simple  contract  have  been  constantly  seized  into  the 
king's  hands  upon  outlawry.  Indeed,  the  words  bonor 
et  cataUa^  jointly  or  separately,  in  our  apcient  statutes 
and  law-writers  denote  personal  property  of  every  kind, 
as  distinguished  from  real."  In  the  statutes  regarding 
bankrupts  the  same  words  have  received  the  same  con- 
struction from  the  earliest  periods*  Thus,  bonds  and 
Ulis  have  been  holden  to  pass  to  the  assignees  under 
the  clauses  which  vest  in  them  goods  in  the  order  and 
disposition  of  the  bankrupt.  Ryall  v.  RoUe  (</),  Hom^ 
blower  v.  Proud,  (e) 


(a)  %BLCom.^%T. 


(</)  I  Atk.  17 a.  I  Fes,  sen.  z^Z^ 

C  c  2  Taddj/9 
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18S0«  Taddy^  {Bompas  Serjt.  was  with  him,)  contra.     It  is 

not  denied  that  goods  and  chattels  Tnay  include  bills  of 
exchange,  but  they  do  not  necessarily  include  them; 
and  it  has  been  holden  they  ought  not  to  be  described 
as  chattels  in  an  indictment  Sadi  and  Marries  case,  {a) 
So  that  it  is  competent  to  the  legislature  to  employ  those 
terms  in  a  more  restricted  sense,  and  it  is  proposed  to 
shew  that  they  are  so  employed  in  the  third  section  of 
6  G.  4.  That  section  makes  a  fraudulent  transfer  of 
goods  and  chattels  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  an  act  which 
was  formerly  esteemed  a  crime,  and  punishable  as  such. 
The  clause  creating  an  offence  will  receive  a  more  rigid 
construction  than  clauses  which  merely  pass  to  the 
assignees  goods  and  chattels  found  in  the  disposition  of 
the  bankrupt  p  and  this,  although  the  act  may  be  in 
other  respects  remedial.  In  Bofies  y.  Booth  {b)  it  was 
held,  that  where  an  act  is  at  once  penal  and  remedial, 
the  penal  clauses  are  to  be  construed  strictly.  The 
cases,  therefore,  which  have  laid  down  that  bills  of 
exchange  pass  as  chattels  to  the  assignees,  do  not  decide 
the  question,  whether  the  transfer  of  a  bill  of  exchange- 
is  a  transfer  of  a  chattel  constituting  an  act  of  bank-, 
ruptcy.  Those  cases,  too,  were  decided  under  repealed 
statutes,  and  the  present  statute  must  be  construed  by 
'  itself.  Now,  it  may  be  collected  from  the  statute  itself 
that  the  legislature  has  employed  the  words  ^^  goods  and 
chattels  "  in  the  third  section  in  a  limited  sense,  not  in- 
cluding bills  of  exchange;  for  in  tliat  section,  the  oper-. 
ation  of  which  is  penal,  no  mention  is  made  of  bills  or 
bonds;  but  two  acts  of  bankruptcy  are  created  with 
respect  to  goods  and  chattels :  the  first,  by  the  party's 
allowing  them  to  be  attached,  sequestered,  or  taken  in 
execution;  the  second,  by  his  fraudulently  transferring 
them :  from  which  it  might  be  inferred  that  th©  effect  of 
a  fraudulent  transfer  was  confined  to  such  goods  and 
chattels  as  may  be  the  subject  of  attachment,  s^uestra- 

{a)  %  EasU  PI  C.  c.  i6.  8.  37.  (b)  %  W.  BU  iaa6. 

tion. 
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tion,  or  execution ;  (and  this  was  the  ground  of  the 
opinion  Y)f  Best  C.  J.  in  Itigley  v.  BousfielcL)  But  the 
language  of  the  seventy-third  section  makes  this  clear. 
That  section  gives  the  commissioners  power  to  sell  and 
dispose  of  any  goods  or  chattels  which  the  bankrupt, 
being  at  the  time  insolvent,  may  have  transferred  to  any 
person,  and  also  any  bills,  bonds,  notes,  or  other  securi* 
ties  which  he  may  have  made  over  under  the  same 
circumstances.  By  specifying  the  making  over  of  bills 
and  notes,  &c.  as  something  distinguished  from  the 
transfer  of  goods  or  chattels,  it  is  manifest  the  legislature 
never  intended  to  affect  the  transfer  of  bills  with  the 
consequences  of  a  transfer  of  other  chattels. 

Nor  was  the  gift,  delivery,  or  transfer  here  complete; 
for  the  evidence  does  not  shew  that  the  bill  ever  came 
to  the  hands  of  Lady  Delawarr^  or  that  she  would  have 
accepted  it. 

[^Per  Curiam*  It  is  the  conduct  of  the  donor,  not  of 
the  donee,  that  constitutes  the  act  of  bankruptcy.] 

Then,  with  regard  to  Cavanagh  and  H.  Brown^  there 
was  no  change  of  place  and  no  denial  of  creditors ;  and 
without  one  of  those  ingredients,  their  conduct  could 
not  be  esteemed  an  absenting  themselves,  or  a  keeping 
house  with  intent  to  delay  creditors. 


1890. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must  be 
discharged.  The  question  is.  Whether  the  evidence  in 
this  cause  establishes  that  acts  of  bankruptcy  have  been 
committed  by  the  three  partners  Cavanag/tf  Henri/  Brawn^ 
and  William  Brown,  With  regard  to  the  former,  it  ap- 
pears that  they  being  bankers,  and  finding  themselves^ 
insolvent,  directed  that  the  door  and  shutters  of  their 
bank  should  not  be  opened  on  Tuesday  the  20th  of 
December ;  and  that  they  were  neVer  opened,  notwith- 
standing persons  were  clamouring  on  the  outside :  and 
the  question  is.  Whether  that  was  not  a  beginning  to 
keep  house  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute. 

C  c  3  Ift 
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18S0.  It  has  been  contended,  the  keeping  house  in  the  statute 

applies  only  to  the  dwelling  bouse  of  the  party;  and 
that  no  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed,  because 
Caoana^  and  H.Brown  did  not  dwell  at  the  bank. 
But .  there  is  no  ground  for  such  a  distinction :  on  the 
contrary,  the  statute  seems  to  apply  more  appropriately 
to  the  place  where  the  trader's  business  is  carded  ooi 
and  where  his  creditors  may  naturally  expect  to  find 
him,  than  to  his  dwelling-house^  where  that  is  apart 
from  his  place  of  business*  It  might  fairly  be  inferred 
the  bankers  were  within  at  the  time  the  creditors  were 
clamorous  without,  and  it  is  therefore  diiScult  to  concave 
a  clearer  act  of  bankruptcy. 

With  respect  to  William  Bramn^  the  acts  of  bank- 
ruptcy are  of  two  kinds :  one,  the  absenting  himself 
with  intent  to  delay  his  creditors ;  the  other,  a  fraudulent 
transfer  of  a  chattel.  On  the  first  head,  the  evidence 
was,  that  he  went  to  London  for  the  purpose  of  I'aising 
money  to  support  the  firm ;  that  he  received  letteift 
firom  his  partners  urging  him  to  return,  and  stating  that 
the  bouse  could  not  go  on  unless  he  did  so,  or  tran»« 
mitted  money ;  and  that,  during  his  stay  in  London^  b« 
was  employed  at  different  times  in  the  endeavour  to 
obtain  money.  The  question  was,  Whether  he  was  so 
employed  the  whole  of  the  time,  or  whether,  after  his 
exertions  had  failed,  he  did  not  remain  for  the  parpose 
of  avoiding  his  creditors..  As  to  that,  it  appeared  that 
a  friend,  sent  up  to  urge  his  return,  found  bim^  not  at 
places  where  he  was  likely  to  obtain  money,  but  at~  the 
West  end  of  the  town,  in  such  distress  of  mind  as  to  give 
rise  to  an  apprehension  that  he  had  a  design  against  his 
own  existence^  It  was  for  the  jury  to  determine  wlietber 
he  was  then  remaining  in  London  with  the  hope  of 
raising  money,  or  for  some  other  reason ;  and  I  am  not 
dissatisfied  with  their  decision. 

Upon  the  other  point  the  evidence  was,  that  about 
the  Chrislmas  week,  the  agent  of  one  of  the  customers 

of 
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of  the  firm  received  in  London  a  letter  written  by       I6S0» 
William  Brown,  in  wiiich  be  said,  that  considering  the 
alarming  state  of  the  timeS)  and  to  allay  any  appre- 
hension, he  had  enclosed  a  security  to  the  amount  of 
the  money  whicli  his  customer  had  in  the  bank. 

The  letter  contained  a  bill  of  exchange  for  SOCM. ;  and 
assuming,  as  the  jury  have  properly  found,  that  th^ 
letter  was  written  previously  to  the  20th  of  December^ 
the  question  is,  Whether  a  bill  of  exchange  fells  within 
tlie  meaning  of  the  words  goods  and  chattels  in  the 
third  section  of  the  6  G.  4.  c.  16.,  which  makes  a  fraudo^ 
lent  gift,  delivery,  or  transfer  of  the  trader's  goods  and 
chattels  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and  whether  that  sense 
can  also  be  put  on  the  same  words  in  other  parts  of  the 
act,  so  that  the  construction  may  be  uniform  througboat. 
Undoubtedly,  in  some  of  the  old  books,  and  previously 
to  Ohe  decision  in  Slade's  case,  bills  of  exchange  seenf 
not  to  have  been  considered  as  goods  and  chattels,  {a) 
But  in  modern  times  a  different  opinion  has  prevailed; 
and  goods  and  chattels  have  been  deemed  to  include  not 
only  things  that  pass  by  delivery,  but  also  choses  in 
action;  an  instance  of  which  is  presented  by  the  form  of 
this  action,  which  is  trover  for  the  bill.  It  is  no  answer 
to  say  that  bills  of  exchange  have  not  been  eitfteemad 
chattels  under  certain  acts  of  parliament  creating 
offences,  and  that  an  act  of  bankruptcy  is  in  the  nature 
of  a  crime;  because,  although  in  times  when  trade  was 
little  practised  or  understood,  some  kind  of  criminality 
•seems  to  have  attached  to  such  an  act,  such  an  opinion 
can  no  longer  prevail,  when  the  legislature  itself  permits 
a  trader  to  commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  declaring 
his  insolvency  in  the  Gazette.  But  the  same  langnaj^ 
is  used  in  the  seventy-second  section,  which  enables  the 
commissioners  to  sell  and  dispose  of  goods  and  chattels 
in  the  disposition  of  the  bankrupt,  with  the  consent  of 

(a)  See  the  argument  for  the  Defendant  in  Bulloch  v.  DoiUsf 
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the  true  owner.  Those  words  in  former  acts  containing 
the  same  provision  .  have  been  repeatedly  holden  to 
include  choses  in  action,  and  in  Homblawer  v.  Proud 
the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  King^s  Bench  were  unani- 
mous on  the  point;  and  though  it  has  been  urged  that 
the  seventy-third  section  would  lead  to  a  different  con- 
clusion, the  proviisions  of  that  section,  expressed  in  the 
^aame  language,  were  to  be  found  in  the  statutes  upon 
which  the  cases  just  alluded  to  were  decided.  But 
looking  at  the  seventy-third  section,  we  may  discover 
the  reason  why  bills  and  bonds  were  particularly  spe- 
cified. That  section  enacts,  ^^  That  if  any  bankrupt, 
being  at  the  time  insolvent,  shall  (except  upon  the 
marriage  of  any  of  his  children,  or  for  some  valuable 
consideration,)  have  conveyed,  assigned,  or  transferred 
to  any  of  his  children,  or  any  other  person,  any  here- 
ditaments, offices,  fees,  annuities,  leases,  goods,  or 
chattels,  or  have  delivered  or  made  over  to  any  such 
person  any  bills,  bonds,  notes,  or  other  securities,  or 
have  transferred  his  debts  to  any  other  person  or  per- 
,8ons,  or  into  any  other  person's  name,  the  com- 
.missioners  shall  have  power  to  sell  and  dispose  of  the 
same  as  aforesaid ;  and  bvery  such  sale  shall  be  valid 
against  the  bankrupt,  and  such  children  and  persons 
as  aforesaid,  and  against  all  persons  claiming  under 
him/' 

The  first  part  of  the  section  seems  to  apply  to  cases 
where  the  conveyance  or  transfer  is  by  deed ;  and  the 
.second,  where  it  is  by  manual  delivery,  without  which 
bills  or  notes  do  not  usually  pass ;  and  gifl  or  delivery^ 
not  conveyance  or  assignment^  is  the  mode  of  transfer  of 
chattels  specified  in  the  third  section.  Then,  under  .the 
seventy-second  section,  there  has  been  a  general  under- 
standing in  all  the  Courts,  that  goods  and  chattels  in- 
clude bills  of  exchange.  Upon  the  principle,  there- 
fore, of  giving  the  same  construction  to  the  same  lan- 
guage in  different  parts  of  the  same  statute^  we  decide 

that 
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that  the  transfer  of  the  bill  of  exchange  by  William 
Brawn  was  an  act  of  bankruptcy  within  the  meaning  of 
the  third  section.  Indeed,  it  would  be  a  very  narrow 
construction  of  the  act,  to  hold  that  a  banker,  whose 
most  valuable  property  often  consists  of  bills  and  notes, 
could  not  commit  an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  a  fraudulent 
transfer  of  them. 


18Sa 


Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  As  to  Cavanagh 
and  Henry  Bramn^  the  case  very  much  resembles  Dudley 
V.  Vaughan.  {a)  There  the  trader  ceased  to  appear  as 
usual  in  his  counting-house,  and  sat  upstairs  in  a 
parlour ;  and,  his  afiairs  being  much  embarrassed,  de- 
sired his  clerks  to  say  to  any  of  his  creditors  who  should 
call  that,  on  account  of  the  stoppage  of  a  house  in 
Ireland^  he  was  obliged  to  suspend  his  payments.  Lord 
EUenborough  said,  ^^  If  a  trader  shuts  himself  up  in  his 
house,  debarring  dU  access  to  it,  whereby  his  creditors 
are  delayed,  an  act  of  bankruptcy  is  established  by  proof 
of  his  having  done  so.  And,  generally,  if  a  trader 
secludes  himself  in  his  house  to  avoid  the  fair  oppor- 
tunity of  his  creditors,  who  are  thus  deprived  of  the 
means  of  communicating  with  him,  he  begins  to  keep 
house  within  the  meaning  of  the  legislature,  and  commits 
an  act  of  bankruptcy.  Here  the  question  must  turn 
chiefly  upon  the  intent.  It  clearly  appears  that  the 
plaintiff  changed  his  usual  place  of  sitting,  and  that 
several  of  his  creditors  who  called,  and  must  have  found 
him  had  he  remained  there,  went  away  without  seeing 
him.  Therefore,  if  he  withdrew  from  the  counting- 
house  to  the  parlour  for  privacy  and  seclusion,  and  with 
a  view  to  avoid  the  personal  solicitations  of  his  creditors, 
by  so  doing  he  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy."  And 
though  the  cause  was  conducted  by  the  Attorney- 
General  of  that  day,  the  propriety  of  this  decision  was 
never  disputed. 

ia)  X  Cam^b.  271. 

With 
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With  fespect  to  William  Brcram^  I  concur  in  the 
finding  of  the  jury;  for  though  it  is  not  an  act  of 
bankruptcy  if  a  trader  leaves  his  house  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  money,  yet  if  he  fail  to  obtain  it,  and 
from  fear  or  nertousness  delays  his  return,  a  jury  may 
reasonably  infer  that  he  seeks  to  avcnd  his  creditors.  As 
to  the  delivery  of  the  bill  of  exchauge,  the  arguments 
drawn  from  the  criminal  law  have  no  bearing  on  the 
q^eBtioD,  because,  whatever  might  have  been  ihoaght  in 
itdriiteU  tiroes,  an  act  of  bankruptcy  is  not  now  a  crimen 
•nd,  under  all  the  bankrupt  statutes,  goods  and  chattds 
have  been  held  to  include  bills  of  exchange;  and  seemg 
that  a  large  portion  of  the  property  of  bankers  must 
consist  of  such  instruments,  it  would  be  absurd  to  hold 
the  contrary.  The  point  was  expressly  decided  in  Horn^ 
bhwer  V.  Proud;  and  as  Mr.  Justice  Best  was  one  of  the 
Judges  who  pronounced  that  decision,  it  is  difficult  to 
auppose  he  could  afterwards  have  held  the  contrary. 


Oasklee  J.  I  have  not  a  shadow  of  doubt  as  to 
Cavanagh  and  Henry  Brown  ;  and  there  is  no  reason  ibr 
thinking  the  jury  have  come  to  an  erroneous  opinion  as 
to  the  conduct  of  William  Brawn*  The  point  as  to  the 
bill  of  exchange  has  been  already  decided  after  an 
elaborate  argument 


:    SosAKgUET  J.  abstained  from  giving  any  opinion,  not 
having  been  present  during  the  argumenti 

Rule  discharged 
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Rathbone  v.  John  and  Davip  Drakeford.  Frb.  4. 

A  GTION  for  money  paid  to  the  use  of  the  Defend*  One  of  two 

ants.      The  Defendant  David  Drakrfordy  on  the  ^"^^^  jjjiy. 

12th  November  last,  gave  a  cognovit  for  the  amount,  and  ing,  after  the 

to  pay  costs  as  between  attorney  and  client;  upon  which  partnersnjp 

.  was  dissolvedy 

judgment  was  entered  up  and  execution  issued.  given,  in  an 

A  rule  nisi  was  obtained  to  set  aside  this  judgment  action  against 

and  execution,  upon  an  affidavit  of  John  Drakeford  that  ^^^^^^-^  ^^^ 

be  had  dissolved  a  partnership  with  DaM  DrcHcefori  in  debt  and  costs 

My  last :  that  he  had  never  authorized  the  PlaintiflF  to  "  *>«tween 
^  ^  1  .        1     J        '         attorney  and 

pay  any  sum  on  account  ot  the  partnership ;  had  never  client,  without 
heard  of  the  debt  in  respect  of  which  the  supposed  pay-  the  knowledge 
ment  was  made ;  and  that  the  cognovit  signed  by  David  f^^dant  the 
Drakeford  was  signed  without  the  knowledge  or  consent  Court  set  the 
of  John  Drakeford,  and  subsequently  to  the  dissolution  j«^^g"*«'»t 
of  their  partnership. 

The  Plaintiff  thereupon  deposed,  that  at  the  request 
of  David  Drakeford  he  had  paid  the  money  sought  to  be 
recovered  in  this  action  to  a  person  allying  himself  to 
be  a  creditor  of  the  firm  of  John  and  David  Drakeford  s 
David  Drakeford  acknowledging  the  correctness  of  the 
demand,  and  afterwards  alleging  that  he  had  the  sanc- 
tion of  John  Drakeford  for  signing  the  cognovit. 

David  Drakeford  made  no  affidavit. 

Taddy  Seijt.  now  shewed  cause  against  the  rule. 

The  Court  will  not  control  the  power  of  a  Co-plain- 
tiff to  release  a  Defendant,  except  upon  a  very  strong 
case  of  fraud :  Jones  v.  Herbert,  {a)    And  upon  the  same 

(«)  7  Taunt.  4a I. 

principle, 
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18S0.        principle,  and  subject  to  the  same  restriction)  they  will 
Jl      "  not  control  the  power  of  a  Co-defendant  to  give  a  cogf- 

RATHBONB  cj  o 

^.  novit.     Here  there  is  no  allegation  of  fraud ;  and  though 

Drak£ford«  the  cognovit  was  given  subsequently  to  the  dissolution  of 
the  partnership,  the  cause  of  action  was  a  debt  incurred 
during  the  partnership.  An  acknowledgment  of  one 
partner,  made  after  dissolution  of  partnership,  would 
bind  the  other  partner,  and  a  cognovit  ought  to  have  the 
same  effect 

Wilde  Serjt.,  in  support  of  the  rule,  treated  the  conduct 
of  David  Drakeford  as  a  fraud  on  his  partner. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  is  quite  clear,  that  after  the  partner- 
ship was  dissolved,  one  of  the  parties  had  no  power  to 
bind  the  other  to  pay  costs  as  between  attorney  and 
client. 

Rule  absolute. 


1?^^.  4.  ToMLiNs  t^.  Lawrence. 


The  Plsuntiff,    nTHIS  was  an  action  By  the  indorsee  against  the  ac- 

in  ui  acuon  ceptor  of  a  bill  of  exchanfre. 

agaiDft  the  '^  ° 

acceptor  of  a 

bill  of  ex- ^  Taddy  Serjt.  had  obtained   a   rule,   calling   on   the 

called  on  by      Plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  proceedings  should  not 
rule  to  de-       be  stayed  on  payment  of  debt  and  costs,  and  why  he 
baT  "^     -       should  not  deliver  up  the  bill  of  exchange  to  the  De- 
ment of  debt     fendant. 
and  costs, 

was,  by  delivery  of  the  instrument,  holden  to  have  conlplled  with  the  rule,  although 
he  had  rendered  it  a  nuUity  by  considerable  erasures. 

The 
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The  Plaintiff  now  offered  to  deliver  up  the  bill ;  but 
certain  extraordinary  erasures  having  been  made  on  it 
while  in  his  hands, 

Taddy  objected,  that  the  delivery  of  a  paper  so 
spoliated  and  rendered  a  nullity,  was  i!o  compliance  with 
a  rule  which  called  for  the  delivery  of  a  bill  of  exchange ; 
and  required  that  the  proceedings  should  now  be  stayed 
without  payment  of  debt  or  costs. 

TiNDAL  C.J.  The  delivery  of  the  paper  is  a  com- 
pliance with  the  requisition  in  the  rule;  and  if  any  injury 
has  accrued  to  the  Defendant,  he  must  resort  to  ulterior 
proceedings.  The  spoliation  of  the  bill,  however,  is 
sufficient  to  justify  our  making  the  rule  absolute  without 
costs. 

Rule  absolute  accordingly. 
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TOMLINS 
V. 

Lawrentce. 


Joyce  v.  Pratt. 


Feb.  4* 


TTHE  Defendant  was  arrested  on  the  5th  of  January^  Where  Dc- 

and  bail  was  put  in  to  the  sheriff  for  his  appearance  '*°***°^  •""" 

^  ^^  sequently  to 

in  eight  days  of  5/.  Hilary.     On  the  19th  oi  January  he  arrett,  and  be- 

was  convicted  at  the  Old  Bailey  sessions  for  stealimr  ^*"*  perfecting 

2076  pounds  of  bristles,  but  judgment  was  respited ;  a  ^[[I^onimit- 

point  of  law  being  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the  twelve  ted  to  crimi- 

Judges.  ^  \"f^y' 

°  in  which  he 

rexnained> 

Andrews  Serjt.,  on  the  part  of  the  bail  to  the  sheriff,  awaiting  the 

obtained  a  rule  calling  on  the  Plaintiff  to  shew  cause  ^^^isi^n  ^f  die 

"  twelve  Judges 

on  a  point  of  law  arising  out  of  his  defence  on  the  criminal  charge,  the  Court  refused 

to  enlarge*  till  the  opinion  of  the  Judges  should  have  been  delivered,  the  time  for 

perfecting  special  bail,  or  to  permit  the  sheriff's  bail  to  render  him. 

why 
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why  the  bail  should  not  have  dll  the  fiflh  day  of  next 
Easier  term,  or  until  two  days  after  tlie  opinion  of  the 
twelve  Judges  should  have  been  known,  to  put  in  and 
perfect  special  bail  for  the  Defendant,  or  render  him  in 
discharge  thereof. 


Janes  SeijL  shewed  cause*  The  bail  are  not  entitled 
to  the  indulgence  asked,  nor  can  it  be  granted  without 
injury  to  the  PiaintifT.  Bail  to  the  sheriff  cannot  render; 
their  obligation  is  only  for  the  Defendant's  appearance ; 
and  till  appearance  the  Plaintiff's  proceedings  are  stayed. 
Then,  this  Court  cannot  issue  a  habeas  corpusj  to  charge 
in  a  civil  action  a  prisoner  in  custody  upon  a  criminal 
matter ;  fFalsk  v.  Davies.  (a)  Nor  could  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench  do  it  till  bail  above  have  justified ;  Sharp 
V.  Sherif.  (i) 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  justice  of  the  case  is,  that  upon 
payment  of  costs,  and  putting  the  Plaintiff  in  the  same 
situation  as  if  bail  had  been  put  in  in  due  time,  four 
days  be  now  allowed  for  putting  in  and  perfecting  spe- 
cial bail. 


{a)  %  N.  R.  245' 


(h)  7  T.  R.  aa6. 
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Greenslade  v.  Halliday.  -ff^-  8. 


nnHE  declai-ation  stated,  The  Plaintiff, 

That  before  and  at  the  time  of  committing  the  ^^^  to  W- 
grievaDce  by  Defendant  thereinafter  mentioned,  a  cer-  gate  his  mea- 
tain  close  of  meadow  land,  with   the  appurtenances,  J*®^  ^Y  P^*^' 
situate  and  being  in  the  parish  of  Old  Cleeve,  in  the  ]^^  ^^^^^^ 
county  of  Somersety  and  near  to  a  certain  stream  or  across  a  small 
watercourse  there,  was  in  die  possession  and  occupation  •^'^'P»  *jj 
of  one  William  Hagley  the  younger,  as  tenant  thereof  board  or  fen- 
to  PlaiutiflF,  (the  reversion  thereof  then  and  still  b^  «*«»•»  fastened 
longing  to  Plaintiff,)  to  wit,  at,  &c*    That  long  before,,  means  of  two 
and  until  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  the  griev-.  sukes,  which 
ance  thereinafter  mentioned,  a  great  part  of  th(B  water  of  .  *   ^V^  . 
the  said  stream  or  watercourse  did  run  and  flow,  and  of  his  predeces- 
right  ought  to  have  run  and  flowed,  and  still  of  right  *^'^* 
ought  to  run  and  flow  therefrom,  under  a  certain  arch,  fendant  who 
unto  and  into  and  along  a  certain  channel,  and  thence  had  rights  on 
unto,  into,  and  over  a  certain  close  of  Defendant,  and  j^j^^^  ^. 
from  thence  through  a  hole  under  the  cellar  of  a  certain  moved  the 

dweilinii-house,  unto  and  into  a  certain  channel,  and  f^*^^f  ^"^  ^"* 
p  1  •  1     1  /»  1        board  also, 

from  thence  unto  and  mto  the  said  close  of  meadow      a  verdict 

land,  for  the  irrigating  and  watering  of  the  said  close,  having  been 
and  the  benefit  and  improvement  of  the  soil  thereof,  to  piaimiff  in  an 
wit,  at,  &c.;  yet  Defendant  well  knowing  the  premises, -action  for  such 
but  contriving  and  wrongfully  and  unjustly  intending  to  ^°^tir^  ^j 
injure,  prejudice,  and  aggrieve  Plaintiff  in  his  rever- to  set  it  aside ; 
sionary  estate  and  interest  of  and  in  the  said  close  of  ^ol^^^ng*  that 

.,,.,,  ,  1  -1       I  the  Defendant 

meadow  land,  with  the  appurtenances,  whilst  the  same  waa  j,^^  ^^  ^„i^x, 
so  in  the  possession  and  occupation  of  the  said  W»  Hagley  to  remove  the 

board  as  well 
as  the  stakes,  on  the  ground  that  the  stakes  gave  the  board  a  character  of  permanency 
incompatible  with  her  own  rights. 

the 


Greenslade 
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18S0*  the  younger,  as  tenant  thereof  to  Plaintiff  as  aforesaid, 
and  whilst  the  Plaintiff  was  so  interested  therein  as 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  on  the  1st  January  1829,  at,  &c. 
Haixiday.  wrongfully  and  unjustly,  without  the  leave  or  licence 
and  against  the  will  of  Plaintiff,  pulled  down  and  re- 
moved, and  caused  and  procured  to  be  pulled  down 
and  removed,  a  certain  board  before  then  erected,  and 
then  standing  and  being  in  and  across  the  said  stream 
or  watercourse,  for  the  purpose  of  diverting  and  turn- 
ing the  said  part  of  the  said  water  there  under  the  "said 
arch,  and  unto  and  into  and  along  the  said  channel  and 
close  of  the  Defendant,  unto  and  into  the  said  close  of 
meadow  land,  for  irrigating  and  watering  the  same  and 
benefiting  and  improving  the  soil  thereof  as  aforesaid,' 
dnd  wrongfully  and  unjustly  kept  and  continued,  and 
caused  to  be  kept  and  continued,  the  said  board  so 
pulled  down  and  removed  as  aforesaid,  for  a  long  space 
of  time,  to  wit,  from  thence  hitherto,  and  thereby, 
during  the  time  aforesaid,  wrongfully  and  unjustly  let 
down  and  drew  off,  and  caused  to  be  let  down  ahd 
drawn  off,  a  great  part  of  the  water  of  the  said  stream 
or  watercourse,  which  during  the  time  aforesaid  ought 
to  have  run  and  flowed,  and  otherwise  might  and  would 
have  run  and  flowed,  and  hindered  and  prevented  the 
same  from  running  and  flowing  under  the  said  arch, 
unto,  into,  and  along  the  said  channel,  and  thence 
unto,  into,  and  over  the  said  close  of  the  Defendant, 
and  through  the  said  hole  and  channel  unto  and 
into  the  said  close  of  meadow  land  for  the  purposes 
aforesaid ;  and  by  means  of  the  several  premises 
aforesaid,  the  said  close  of  meadow  land  and  the  soil 
thereof  had  been  and  were  greatly  impoverishe;^,  dete- 
riorated, and  lessened  in  value,  and  Plaintiff  had  been 
and  was  thereby  greatly  injured,  prejudiced,  and  ag- 
grieved in  his  reversionary  estate  and  interest  of  and  in 
the  said  close  of  meadow  land,  with  the  appurtenances 

so 
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SO  in  the  possession  and  occupation  .of  the  said  William  1830. 
Hasley  the  younffer,  as  tenant  thereof  to  PiaintiflF  as  2  ^  ^ 
aforesaid,  to  wit,  at,  &c«  ^. 

At  the  trial  before  Burrough  J.,  last  Somerset  assizes,    Halliday. 
it  appeared  that  the  Plaintiff  was  the  proprietor  of  cer^ 
tain  ancient  meadow  land,  near  a  small  stream  which 
flowed  through  land  belonging  to  the  Defendant. 

For  fifty  years  the  tenants  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  their 
predecessors,  had  been  accustomed  to  enter  on  the  De- 
fendant's land,  and  pen  back  the  water  of  this  stream,  by 
placing  a  row  of  loose  stones  across  it  at  a  certain  point ; 
and  when  the  water  was  so  penned  back  by  this  dam  or 
obstruction,  a  portion  of  it  ran  through  a  small  arch- 
way, along  an  artificial  cut,  which  passed  to  some  dis- 
tan<^e  over  the  Defendant's  land,  and  thence  irrigated  the 
Plaintiff's  meadow. 

In  seasons  when  the  loose  stones  would  not  pen  the 
water  sufficiently  high  for  this  purpose,  the  tenants,  as 
the  Plaintiff's  witnesses  alleged,  were  accustomed  to 
place  a  board  or  fender  across  the  stream ;  but  neither 
the  board  nor  the  stones  had  been  permanently  fixed, 
till,  in  January  1829,  the  Plaintiff's  tenant  placed  a 
board  in  front  of  the  stones,  and  fastened  it  down  by 
two  stakes  driven  into  the  bed  of  the  stream,  on  the 
top  of  which  stakes  were  crooks  embracing  the  upper 
edge  of  the  board. 

Whether  this  board  penned  the  water  higher  than 
the  ordinary  dam  of  loose  stones,  or  whether  a  board 
had  ever  been  used  before,  except  at  a  remote  period, 
when  the  Plaintiff's  land  had  belonged  to  the  pre- 
decessors of  the  Defendant,  did  not  very  distinctly 
appear  at  the  trial ;  the  evidence  as  to  those  points  being 
conflicting.  But  the  Defendant,  conceiving  that,  at  all 
events,  the  permanency  of  the  dam  might  establish  for 
the  Plaintiff  a  right  to  a  greater  extent  than  he  had  en- 
joyed before,  and  be  prejudicial  to  her  own  enjoyment 

Vol.  VI.  Dd  of 
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1830.       of  a  mill  above  and  of  water  meadows  below  the  dam^ 

J^^J~^    caused  the  stakes  to  be  pulled  up  and  the  board  to  be 

V,  removed ;  saying  to  the  tenant  at  the  same  time,  that 

Haludat.    until  It  ^as  proved  what  quantity  of  water  ought  to  go, 

he  should  exercise  no  right  there. 

This  declaration,  however,  the  learned  Judge  ex- 
cluded, as  not  being  admissible  evidence,  and  seemed  to 
think  that  the  Defendant  had  denied  the  Plaintiff's 
right  in  toto.  But  he  told  the  jury,  that  if  the  board 
acted  on  the  stream  in  an  unusual  manner,  and  penned 
the  water  higher  than  it  ought  to  do,  the  Defendant 
was  entitled  to  pull  it  down.  The  mode  in  which  it 
was  fastened  down  he  considered  immaterial. 
A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plmntiff, 

Merewether  Serjt  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  on  this  evidence  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  the 
verdict,  the  Plaintiff  having  attempted  to  make  that 
permanent,  which  before  had  been  only  occasional; 
and  also  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  of  the  De- 
fendant's declaration  had  been  excluded,  and  that  the 
jury  had  been  misdirected  as  to  the  materiality  of  the 
mode  of  fixing  the  fender  or  board. 

Wilde  Seijt  shewed  cause.  The  declaration  of  the 
Defendant  not  having  been  made  in  the  presence  of  the 
Plaintiff,  was  properly  excluded.  Then,  as  to  the  dam, 
provided  the  water  were  not  penned  to  a  greater  height 
than  before  —  provided  the  enjoyment  of  the  right  was 
substantially  the  same — there  was  no  objection  in  law  to 
the  Plaintiff  making  the  dam  permanent  The  prin- 
ciple laid  down  in  LtdtreFs  case  (a),  and  acted  on  in 
Saunders  v.  Newman  {b)^  and  Williams  v.  Morland{c)^ 
is,  that  provided  the  enjoyment  of  the  right  be  sub* 

(a)  4  Rfp.  87.         (ff)  iB.^ji.  %s2.         (c)  %B.^a  910. 

stantially 
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stantially  of  the  same  amount  as  before,  slight  alter-        1830. 

ations  in  the  mode  of  enjoyment  are  permissible.    Thus,    ^    ^ 

•'  "^  *^  '    Greensladb 

a  prescription  to  use  water  for  fulling-mills,  will  sustam  ,^. 

an  employment  of  it  for  the  purpose  of  corn-mills.     In    Haludat. 
Saunders  v.  Newman^  Abbott  J.  said,  **The  owner  is  not  * 
bound  to  use  the  water  in  the  same  precise  manner,  or 
to  apply  it  to  the  same  mill :  if  he  were,  that  would  stop 
all  improvement  in  machinery." 

But  the  merely  securing  the  fender  by  two  stakes  did 
not  impart  a  character  of  permanency  to  the  dam ;  and, 
at  all  events,  the  Defendant  could  have  no  right  to 
remove  the  board. 

Merewether.  The  Defendant's  declaration,  as  accom- 
panying an  act,  ought  to  have  been  admitted  in  evidence. 
The  verdict  of  the  jury  might  have  turned  on  the  sup- 
position '  that  she  had  denied  the  Plaintiff's  right  in 
ioto,  while  her  expressions  accompanying  the  act  com- 
plained of  would  have  proved  that  she  contested  only 
the  quantum. 

Then,  it  was  most  material  to  the  support  of  the 
Defendant's  own  rights  over  the  water,  that  Plaintiff 
should  not  give  a  character  of  permanency  to  an  ease- 
ment which  had  previously  been  only  occasional.  A 
verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  in  this  cause  would  establish 
his  right  to  confine  the  fender  with  stakes ;  which,  as 
they  had  never  been  employed  before,  the  Defendant 
was,  at  all  events,  justified  in  removing.  [TindalCJ. 
But  she  did  more ;  and  if  in  a  plea  to  an  action  of  tres^ 
pass  she  had  justified  removing  the  stakes,  would  that 
have  been  any  answer  to  a  complaint  for  removing  the 
board  also?  As  the  stream  would  have  carried  the 
board  away,  unless  it  had  been  confined,  the  removal  of 
it,  in  addition  to  the  removal  of  the  stakes,  was  no  injury 
to  the  Plaintiff;  and  unless  he  shew  that  he  is  injured 

Dd  2  in 
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in  the  enjoyment  of  his  right,  he  has  no  cause  of  action* 
Williams  v.  Morland. 

TiKDAL  C.  J.  The  Court  does  not  think  there  has 
been  such  a  misdirection  as  to  induce  us  to  grant  a  new 
trial  without  payment  of  costs.  The  question  is.  Whe- 
ther the  Defendant  has  not  done  more  than  she  is  able 
to  justify?  And  I  do  not  see  my  way  with  sufficient 
clearness  to  set  aside  the  verdict*     The  evidence  re- 

f 

jected  is  not  of  sufficient  importance  to  authorise  such 
a  step.  For  if  it  had  been  admitted,  and  the  jury  ought 
still  to  have  come  to  the  same  conclusion,  the  rejection 
was  not  material. 

But  the  short  ground  on  which  I  decide  is,  that  the 
Defendant  has  done  more  than  she  ought  to  have  done. 
The  board  in  dispute  was  fastened  by  stakes,  which  was 
not  usual ;  but  the  Defendant,  instead  of  removing  the 
stakes  alone,  removed  the  board  also.  If  a  party. who 
had  a  right  to  a  stone  weir  were  to  erect  buttresses,  one 
who  should  oppose  the  erection  of  the  buttresses  could 
not  justify  demolishing  the  weir  as  well  as  the  but- 
tresses. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Shaw  v.  The  Marquis  of  Worcester.  Feb.  $. 

nPHE  Plaintiff  had  signed  judgment  and  issued  execu-  Breaches  need 

tion  for  the  arrears  of  an  annuity,  under  a  warrant  "ot  be  assigned 

under  8  ic 
of  attorney,  by  which,  after  reciting  the  grant  of  an  o/r.  3.  f.  u. 

annuity  of  251/.  the  covenant  by  the  Defendant  to  pay  on  non-pay- 

it,  and  a  stipulation  that  judgment  should  be  entered  up 

under  the  warrant  of  attorney   as  a  security  for  the  cured  by  a 

payment,  the  Defendant  "  authorized  and  empowered  ^*«3*nt^o 

confess  judff* 
the  Plaintiff's  attornies,  or  either  of  them,  or  any  other  nient  on  a 

attorney   of  the   Court  of  Common    Pleas,  to  appear  mutuatus. 

in  the  said  Court  for  him   the   said  Henry  Marquis 

of  Worcester-^  in  or  as  of  last  Trinity  term,  next  Mi" 

chaelmas  term,  or  any  subsequent  term,  and  then  and 

there  to  receive  a  declaration  for  him  in  action  of  debt 

upon  a  mtitnatus   against  him  for  the  sum  of  3400/.  at 

the  suit  of  the  said  Benjamin  ShaWj  his  executor's  or 

administrators,  and  thereupon  to  confess  the  said  action, 

or  else  to  suffer  a  judgment  by  nil  dicit  or  otherwise  to 

pass  against  the  said  Henry  Marquis  of  Worcester  ui  the 

said  action,  and  to  be  forthwith  entered  up  against  him 

of  record  of  the  same  Court  for  the  said  sum  of  3400/., 

together  with  costs  of  suit    And  the  said  Henry  Marquis 

of  Worcester  did  thereby  further  authorize  and  empower 

the  said  attornies,  or  any  one  of  them,  after  the  said 

judgment  should  have  been  so  entered  up  as  aforesaid  in 

the  name  of  him  the  said  Henry  Marquis  of  Worcester^ 

and  as  his  act  and  deed,  to  execute  one  or  more  effectual 

release  or  releases  in  the  law  to  the  said  Benjamin  Shaw, 

his  heirs,  executors,  and  administrators,  of  all  errors, 

writs  of  error,  and  of  all  benefit  and  advantage  thereof, 

and  of  all  defects  and  imperfections  "whatsoever  to  be  com- 

mittedf  occasioned,  or  steered  in,  about,  or  concerning  the 

D  d  3  said 
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1830.  said  judgment^  or  in,  aboutj  or  concerning  any  wriiy 
^^^'^'^^  'ooarrantj  process^  declaration^  plea^  cntry^  or  oilier  pro^ 
^7  ceeding  nJiatsoeoer  in  anywise  concerning  the  saidjudg- 
Mirquitof  m^yi/ ;  ^lhA  for  whatsoever  the  said  attornies,  or  any  of 
them,  should  do  or  cause  to  be  done  in  the  premises, 
that  should  be  to  them  and  every  of  them  a  sufficient 
warrant  and  authority.  And  the  said  Henry  Marquis 
of  Worcester  did  thereby  agree,  that  when  and  as  often 
as  any  default  should  be  made  in  payment  of  the  said 
annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  251/.  12^.,  and  the  whole  or 
any  part  of  any  quarterly  payment  of  the  same  should 
be  in  arrear  and  unpaid  by  the  space  of  twenty-one 
days,  it  should  and  might  be  lawful  to  and  for  the  said 
Benjamin  Shaw,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  as- 
signs, to  sue  out  execution  or  executions  upon  the  said 
judgment  against  the  said  Henry  Marquis  of  Worcester, 
his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  for  so  much  and 
such  part  of  the  said  annuity  or  yearly  sum  of  251/.  125. 
as  should  be  then  due,  together  with  costs,  sheriff's 
poundage,  and  officers'  fees,  and  all  other  incidental 
expenses  whatsoever ;  and  that^  without  making  or  enter^ 
ing  any  previous  suggestion,  or  suing  out  or  executing 
a$ty  writ  of  scire  facias  or  enquiry  under  the  statute  made 
in  the  eighth  atidninthyearsof  the  reign  of  King  William 
the  Third,  or  any  other  suggestion,  writ  of  scire  Jacias,  or 
enquiry  whatsoever ;  and  that  no  writ  of  error  should 
be  brought^  or  bill  in  equity  filed,  or  any  advantage 
taken  or  attempted  to  be  taken  by  the  said  Henry 
Marquis  of  Worcester,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  adminis- 
trators, for  on  account  of  the  premises,  or  any  other 
matter,  cause,  or  thing  whatsoever  relating  to,  touching, 
or  in  anywise  concerning  the  issuing  or  executing  of 
any  such  execution  as  aforesaid,  or  any  other  proceed- 
ings which  might  be  had  or  taken  on  the  said  judgment, 
or  to  enforce  the  execution  thereof  according  to  the  true 
intent  and  meaning  of  those  presents." 


mue 
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Wilde  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule   nisi  to  set  aside   the        1830. 

execution  for  irregularity,  on  the  ground  that  it  had  ^    ~  ^  "-  ^ 
issued  without  any  assignment  of  breaches  pursuant  to  ^ 

8&9  fT.S.  c.ll.  Marquis  of 

WOECBSTXR. 

Merewether  and  jB.  Lawes  Serjts.  shewed  cause.  The 
object  of  the  statute  was  to  save  parties  the  expense  of 
resorting  to  a  court  of  equity  to  relieve  them  from  the 
penalty  of  a  bond.  But  here  was  no  bond,  for  the 
warrant  is  to  enter  up  judgment  by  nil  dicit  to  a 
declaration  on  a  mtduatus ;  «nd  further,  there  is  an 
express  stipulation  that  no  advantage  shall  be  taken  of 
any  error  in  proceeding,  and  particularly  of  the  omb- 
sion  to  assign  breaches.  Then,  in  Cox  v.  Rodbard  (a),  it 
was  expressly  decided  that  no  suggestion  was  necessary 
upon  a  warrant  of  attorney  with  a  penal  sum  con- 
ditioned for  payment  of  a  less  sum  by  instalments ;  and 
in  Austerbury  v.  Morgan  {b)  the  decision  was  the  same, 
although  there  was  a  bond  with  a  penalty  in  addition  to 
the  warrant  of  attorney. 

Wilde.  The  stipulation  that  no  advantage  shall  be 
taken  of  any  error,  can  no  more  oust  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  Court,  or  deprive  the  Defendant  of  the  beneficial 
provisions  of  a  remedial  act,  than  a  covenant  not  to  sue^ 
or  a  covenant  not  to  defend :  Kill  v.  HoUister,  (c)  In- 
deed, the  main  object  of  the  statute  8  &  9  i^.  3.  was  to 
protect  parties  against  the  effect  of  their  own  impro-* 
vident  agreements;  and,  according  to  the  language  of 
Abbott  C.  J.,  in  Hurst  v.  Jennings  {d\  "  If  this  is  not  a 
case  within  the  very  words  of  the  act  of  parliament,  the 
judgment  by  virtue  of  which  the  execution  has  issued 
has  been  obtained  by  means  of  a  contrivance  used  for 
the  purpose,  and  calculated  to  have  the  effect,  if  it  be 

(fl)   3  Taunt.  74.  (f )   i  Wih.  129. 

(b)  %  Taunt.  195.  {d)  5  B.^C.6s6. 

D  d  4  allowed 
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1830.  allowed  to  remain  in  force,  of  defeating  the  provisions 
of  that  act  of  parliament ;  and  on  that  ground  the  exe- 
cution which  has  issued  on  that  judgment  ought  not  to 
Marquis  of  stand."  But  the  object  of  the  statute  was  to  reach 
every  species  of  contract  secured  by  a  penalty ;  and  the 
'  judgment  here  is  but  a  penalty  to  secure  the  payment  of 
the  annuity.  A  sum  secured  by  a  bond  was  holden  to 
be  within  the  statute,  where  there  was  an  indenture  of 
even  date,  by  which  the  party  agreed  that  judgment 
should  be  entered  against  him  for  any  sum  which  might 
then  or  afterwards  be  due :  Hurst  v.  Jennings :  and  this 
warrant  of  attorney  being  given  in  a  sum  larger  than 
the  annual  amount  of  the  annuity,  by  way  of  penalty 
for  securing  the  annual  payment,  there  is  as  much 
reason  why  the  statute  should  require  a  suggestion  as 
in  the  case  of  a  bond  with  a  penalty  conditioned  lor  the 
payment  of  an  annuity.  Cox  v.  Rodbard  was  not  a  case 
of  annuity,  and  Austerbury  v.  'Morgan  was  decided 
without  discussion. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

TiNDAL  C.J.  In  this  case  a  judgment  has  been 
entered  up  on  a  warrant  of  attorney  in  an  action  of 
debt  upon  a  mutuatus  for  340Q/. ;  and  it  appears  on  the 
face  of  the  warrant  of  attorney,  that  on  the  treaty  for 
the  purchase  of  an  annuity,  it  was  agreed  that  such 
warrant  of  attorney  should  be  given,  and  that  judgment 
should  be  forthwith  entered  up  under  it  for  better 
securing  the  payment  of  the  annuity.  And  this  is  an 
application  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Court  to  set  aside 
the  writ  of  execution  which  has  been  issued  for  the 
amount  of  the  arrears  of  the  annuity,  on  the  ground 
that  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  suggested  breaches  of 
the  covenant  for  payment  of  the  said  annuity,  which 
covenant  appears  in  the  recital  contained  :n  the  warrant 
of  attorney,  under  the  statute  of  8  &  9  fF.  3.  ^.11.  s.S. 
That  statute  enacts,  **  That  in  all  actions  upon  any 

bond 
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bond  or  bonds,  or  on  any  penal  sum  for  non-perform-        1 830. 
ance  of  any  covenants  or  agreements  in  any  indenture,  '  ' 

deed,  or  writing  contained,  if  judgment  shall  be  given  „. 

for  the  plaintiff  on  a  demurrer,  or  by  confession,  or  nit  Marquis  of 
dicit,  the  plaintiff  upon  the  roll  may  suggest  as  many 
breaches  as  he  shall  think  fit."  And  the  question  is. 
Whether  a  judgment  signed  under  this  warrant  of 
attorney  falls  either  within  the  letter  of  the  act,  or  the 
mischief  intended  to  be  prevented  thereby? 

As  the  law  stood  at  the  time  this  act  was  passed,  if 
there  was  a  judgment  in  a  court  of  law  for  a  penal  sum, 
either  upon  a  demurrer,  or  upon  a  cognovit  actionem^  or 

m 

by  default,  the  Defendant  was  exposed  to  the  danger  of 
an  execution  for  the  whole  penalty,  and  had  no  mode  of 
preventing  such  an  inconvenience  but  by  filing  a  bill  in 
equity;  and  the  statute  was  penned  to  prevent  such  a 
mischief^  by  compelling  the  Plaintiff  to  shew,  upon  the 
record  in  the  court  of  common  law,  the  amount  of  the 
debt  or  damages  really  due,  and  of  enabling  the  De- 
fendant to  dispute  such  amount  before  a  jury.  Thus 
making  an  appeal  to  a  court  of  equity  altogether  un- 
necessary. 

But  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  enter  up  a  judgment  as 
a  security  for  a  debt  on  demand,  was  known  in  practice 
to  the  Courts  of  law  long  before  the  passing  of  the  sta- 
tute of  William.  '  It  was  a  proceeding  subject  to  their 
cognisance  and  interference  from  the  earliest  times,  and 
has  been  regulated  by  various  rules  of  Court,  as  the  pro- 
tection of  the  Defendant  or  the  purposes  of  justice 
seem  to  demand:  such  an  instrument,  therefore,  does 
not  appear  to  be  within  the  mischief  of  the  act ;  for  the 
Courts  of  common  law  might  at  any  time,  of  their  own 
proper  jurisdiction,  receive  an  application  and  afford 
redress,  if  this  instrument  was  made  the  means  of 
oppression  or  injustice ;  and  in  the  present  case,  if  the 
Defendant's  afiidavits  had  disclosed  any  excess  in  the 

amount 
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1830.  amount  for  which  the^.  ^a.  had  issued,  beyond  the 
arrears  of  the  annuity,  the  Court  would  either  have  set 
it  aside,  or  in  case  of  any  mistake  have  referred  it  to 
Marquis  of  their  officer,  or  if  necessary  to  a  jury,  to  ascertain  for 
what  sum  the  execution  ought  to  stand.  The  case  of 
a  judgment  under  a  warrant  of  attorney  does  not 
appear,  therefore,  to  have  called  for  the  interference  of 
the  legislature ;  nor  does  this  mode  of  securing  a  debt 
appear  to  be  comprised  within  the  words  used  in  the 
act,  which  speak  of  judgments  by  demurrer,  confession, 
or  nil  dicHj  and  seem  rather  to  apply  to  such  judgments 
where  an  action  has  been  really  brought  by  a  plaintiff 
on  a  bond  or  for  a  penalty,  than  to  tins  mode  of  secur- 
ing an  ascertained  debt  or  damage,  which  was  then  in 
use  and  practice  in  the  Courts. 

Whilst,  therefore,  we  agree  to  the  authority  of  the 
case  of  Hursi  v.  Jennings^  we  think  that  case  is  not  in- 
consistent with  the  class  of  cases  in  which  it  is  held 
that  breaches  need  not  he  assigned  where  the  judg- 
ment has  been  entered  upon  a  warrant  of  attorney  given 
as  a  security ;  and  we  therefore  think  this  rule  should 
be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


M.  3.  Doe  dem.  Lord  Teynham  v.  Tyler. 

A  remainder-  HPHIS  ejectment  was  brought  to  try  the  validity  of  a 

man  after  a  recovery  suffered  by  the  father  of  the  lessor  of  the 

tenant  m  tail  ^ 

it  not  a  com-  PlamUff  in  1 789. 

petent  witness       The  lands  in  question  had,  by  a  deed  bearing  date 

in  tail  in°*°^  ^°  ^  ^^^*  ^^^^  settled  on  the  father  of  the  lessor  of  the 

ejectment  for  Plaintiff  in  tail  male ;  remainder  among  others  to  Philip 

the  entailed  jjqp^,  uncle  of  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff,  in  tail  male. 
P-perty.  ^^^ 
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The  objection  to  the  recovery  was,  that  the  father  of        1830. 
the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  suffering  it,  was 
of  unsound  mind,  or  at  least  so  imbecile  as  to  be  liable 
to  be  practised  on. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Middlesex  sittings 
after  Michaelmas  terra,  the  evidence  of  Philij)  Bopei^  the 
uncle  of  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  ninety  years  old, 
was  tendered,  and  rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  witness 
had  an  interest  in  the  result  of  the  cause,  although  the 
lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  had  sons  and  grandsons. 

A  verdict  having  been  given  for  the  Defendant, 

Jones  Serjt  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  of 
the  exclusion  of  this  evidence,  and  the  admission  of 
other  evidence  which  he  alleged  ought  to  have  been 
excluded ;  but  the  objections  on  this  latter  head  are  not 
stated  now,  as  the  decision  on  them  was  deferred. 

The  evidence  of  Philip  Roper  ought  to  have  been 
received ;  for  at  his  age,  with  his  nephew's  family  to  pre- 
cede him,  his  interest  was  a  mere  contingency  not  to  be 
calculated  on ;  and  in  modern  times  the  objection  has 
always  gone  rather  to  the  credit  than  the  competency 
of  the  witness.  Walton  v.  Shelley,  (a)  The  two  autho- 
rities which  will  be  relied  on  for  the  Defendant,  Smith 
V.  Blackham  [b)  and  Pyke  v.  Crouch  (c),  are  anterior  to 
Walton  V.  Shelley  by  nearly  a  century.  The  first  was 
merely  a  nisi  prius  case :  and  in  neither  of  them  was 
the  point  in  question  the  point  to  be  decided  in  the 
cause.  In  Smith  v.  Blackham  the  question  to  be  de- 
cided was  the  competency  of  an  heir.  Treby  C.  J.  says, 
-  "  An  heir  apparent  may  be  a  witness  concerning  the 
title  of  the  land,  but  a  remainder-man  cannot,  for  he 
hath  a  present  estate  in  the  land ;  but  the  heirship  of  the 
heir  is  a  mere  contingency.    Tenant  in  tail,  remainder  in 

{a)  iT.R,  300.         (b)  I  Saik.  aSj.  (c)  I  Ld.  Rajm.  730. 

tail; 
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1830.       tail ;  be  in  remainder  cannot  be  a  witness  concerning  the 
j^_  ,  M^ ^     ^j^g  ^f  those  lands;    for  he  hath  an  estate,  such  as 

Lord  It  is/* 
TxYNHAM  In  Pyke  V.  Crouch  it  was  resolved,  that  "  if  several 
Tylxe.  estates  in  remainder  be  limited  in  a  deed,  and  one  of 
the  remainder-men  obtain  a  verdict  for  him  in  an 
action  brought  against  him  for  the  same  land,  that 
verdict  may  be  given  in  evidence  for  the  subsequent 
remainder- man  in  an  action  brought  against  him  for 
the  same  land,  though  he  does  not  cli^im  any  estate 
under  the  first  remainder-man,  because  they  all  claim 
under  the  same  deed." 

But  the  claiming  under  the  same  deed  does  not  of 
itself  confer  such  an  interest  as  to  disqualify  a  witness ; 
and  the  criterion  is,  whether  the  witness  claims  through 
Or  after  the  party  named  in  the  deed.  Where  the 
witness  is  privy,  or  claims  through  a  party  to  the  deed, 
he  is  disqualified ;  aliter^  if  he  merely  claims  after. 
Thus,  executors  and  administrators  are  disqualified,  be- 
cause they  claim  through  the  testator  or  intestate :  but 
the  remainder-man  claims  after,  not  through,  the  tenant  in 
tail ;  it  must,  therefore,  be  questionable  whether  a  verdict 
for  or  against  the  tenant  in  tail  could  be  given  in  evi- 
dence for  or  against  the  remainder-man.  It  would  be 
hard  if  he  should  be  bound  by  a  verdict,  in  a  cause  in 
which  he  could  not  interfere  or  sift  the  testimony 
produced. 

But  unless  the  verdict  were  evidence  against  him,  it 
could  not  be  evidence  for  him.  Gilbert  says  (a),  "  No 
one  can  take  benefit  by  a  verdict,  that  had  not  been  pre- 
judiced by  it  had  it  gone  contrary." 

It  may  further  be  contended,  that  a  verdict  in  eject- 

*  ment  can  never  be  given  in  evidence  for  or  against  a 

witness  in  the  cause.     For  in  Aslin  v.  Parkin  (6)   Lord 

(a)  Gilb.  Ev.  ZZ*  4th  edit.  (b)  %  Burr.  668. 

Mans-- 
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Mansfield  says,  *^  The  judgment  only  concludes  the 
parties  as  to  the  subject-matter  of  it;"  and  in  other 
actions  a  precise  question  is  raised  on  the  record,  so 
that  it  appears  what  is  the  subject-matter  determined  on 
by  the  jury ;  but  in  ejectment  the  record  discloses  nothing; 
and  the  whole  evidence  in  the  cause  must  be  produced 
to  shew  what  has  been  found  by  the  jury.' 

In  Doe  on  the  demise  of  Jones  v.  Wilde  (a)  the  tenant 

in   possession  was  rejected  as  a  witness;  and  Mans^' 

Jield  C.  J.  put  the  rejection  on  the  ground,  not  of  the 

verdict  being  evidence  against  him,  but  his  immediate 

interest  to  avoid  being  turned  out  of  possession. 

Then,  as  to  immediate  interest,  it  appears  from  the 
authorities  cited  in  the  note  to  %  Wms.  Sound.  8.  note  4. 
that  a  reversion  expectant  upon  an  estate  tail  is  not 
assets ;  and  if  not  assets,  it  can  scarcely  be  deemed  an 
immediate  interest 

Cur*  adv,  vult. 


1830. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  rule  has  been  moved  for  on  two 
grounds :  first,  on  the  exclusion  of  evidence  which 
ought  to  have  been  admitted ;  secondly,  on  the  admis- 
sion of  evidence  which  ought  to  have  been  rejected. 

The  question  as  to  the  first  ground  of  exception  is 
this,  —  Whether  the  evidence  of  the  remainder-man  in 
tail  is  admissible  on  the  part  of  a  prior  tenant  in  tail 
who  has  brought  ejectment  to  try  the  validity  of  a  com- 
mon recovery,  on  the  ground  of  the  incompetency  of 
the  tenant  in  tail  by  whom  it  was  suffered ;  and  as  to 
this  objection,  we  are  of  opinion,  both  upon  principle  and 
on  the  authority  of  decided  cases,  that  such  evidence  is 
not  admissible. 

The  general  rule  upon  which  the  incompetency  of 
witnesses  is  founded,  is  laid  down  by  Chief  Baron  Gil" 


(a)  s  Taunt.  183. 


berty 


S94 


CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 


1 830. 


bert,  in  his  Lcm  qfEvidence^  p.  106,  in  these  terms:  — 
"  The  law  looks  upon  a  witness  as  interested,  when 
there  is  a  certain  benefit  or  disadvantage  to  the  witness 
attending  the  consequence  of  the  cause  one  way."  Now 
this  benefit  may  arise  to  the  witness  in  two  cases :  first, 
where  he  has  a  direct  and  immediate  benefit  from  the 
event  of  the  suit  itself;  and,  secondly,  where  he  may 
avail  himself  of  the  benefit  of  the  verdict  in  support  of 
his  claim  in  a  future  action :  and  where  the  case  fidls 
within  the  first  description,  in  which  the  interest  is  more 
immediate  and  direct,  there  is  no  occasion  to  have  re- 
course to  the  second  principle,  where  the  interest  is  one 
d^ee  removed. 

Cases  daily  occur  in  which  the  witness  is  rejected 
upon  the  first  ground.  An  executor  brings  an  action 
for  a  debt  due  to  his  testator's  estate:  the  residuary 
legatee  is  not  an  admissible  witness.  Not  because  this 
verdict  would  be  evidence  for  or  against  him  in  any 
future  suit,  for  he  can  neither  be  Plaintiff  nor  Defendant 
in  an  action  relating  to  this  debt ;  but  because  he  re- 
ceives an  immediate  benefit  by  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff. 
So,  the  tenant  in  possession,  in  ejectment,  could  not  be 
called  to  prove  the  title  of  the  Defendant  under  whom 
he  claims  to  hold ;  nor  could  the  landlord  be  called  to 
prove  the  title  of  the  tenant  who  defended  the  posses- 
sion. Nor  in  ejectment,  after  a  primd  facie  case  is  made 
out  against  the  Defendant,  could  a  witness  be  called  to 
prove  himself  a  real  tenant,  and  the  Defendant  his 
bailiff;  for  the  verdict  and  judgment  in  this  very  action 
would  have  the  effect  of  turning  him  out  of  possession 
immediately. 

In  all  these  cases  the  witness  is  excluded,  not  because 
the  verdict  would  be  evidence  for  or  against  him  in  a 
future  action,  but  on  account  oF  the  immediate  benefit 
or  injury  he  would  receive  by  the  determination  of  the 
very  cause  itself.    ^ 

Now 
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Now  the  present  case  falls  within  this  principle.  If  1830. 
Lord  Teynham  recovers  in  this  ejectment,  he  will  be  in 
as  of  his  former  right.  Nothing  is  better  established 
than  that  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff,  when  he  recovers  in 
an  ejectment,  is  in,  not  merely  as  of  the  term  which  he 
has  granted  to  John  Doe,  but  as  of  the  right  and  title 
which  he  has  proved  in  himself.  If  he  has  only  a 
chattel  interest,  he  is  in  as  of  that  term ;  if  he  has  a 
freehold,  he  is  in  as  of  that  freehold ;  if  tenant  in  tail, 
he  is  in  as  such  tenant  in  tail.  (See  the  judgment  of 
Lord  Mansfield  in  Taylor  v.  Horde,  {a) ) 

Lord  Teynham^  therefore,  if  he  should  have  recovered 
a  verdict,  would  have  been  tenant  in  tail  in  possession 
under  the  settlement  of  1756.  But,  by  the  very  same 
verdict,  Philip  Boper^  the  proposed  witness,  would  have 
acquired  a  vested  interest  in  the  remainder  in  tail  under 
the  same  setdement. 

The  seisin  of  the  tenant  in  tail  in  possession  is  the 
seisin  of  the  remainder*man ;  the  estate  in  possession, 
and  the  estate  in  ^remainder  being  for  this  purpose  but 
one  estate.  It  seems,  therefore,  to  us,  that,  upon  prin- 
ciple, the  witness  had  a  direct  and  immediate  interest  in 
procuring  a  verdict  which  should  have  the  effect  of 
revesting  his  own  remainder  in  tail.  And,  upon  autho- 
rity, besides  the  cases  which  have  been  referred  to  in 
1  SaUc.  28S.  and  1  Ld.  Raym.  730.,  there  is  an  opinion  of 
Lord  Chief  Justice  Lee  in  the  case  of  Commins  v.  The 
Mentor  of  Oakhampton  {b) :  "  The  person  to  whom  the 
remainder  of  an  estate  is,  after  the  determination  of  a 
particular  estate,  limited  by  a  will,  cannot  be  admitted 
to  prove  the  will ;  because  he  has,  although  it  be  remote, 
a  vested  interest  in  the  matter  in  question." 

We  therefore  think,  that  this  rule  to  shew  cause 
ought  not  to  be  granted  upon  the  first  ground  of  objec* 

(a)  X  Burr.  1x4.  (h)  Saj.  Rep,  45. 
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tion;  but  with  respect  to  the  second,  without  giving 
any  opinion  upon  the  result  of  the  rule,  we  grant  a  rule 
to  shew  cause. 

Rule  granted  upon  the  second  objection. 


Feb.  8. 


Foster  and  Another  v.  Robert  Charles. 


Whefe  a  party 
recommends 
an  agent,  by 
making  stJte- 
ments  which 
he  knows  to 
be  false,  he  is 
responsible  in 
damages  for 
the  miscon- 
duct of  the 
agent,  al- 
though it  be 
not  shewn 
that  the  re- 
commendation 
was  given 
from  malice, 
or  with  a  view 
to  the  pecu* 
mary  interest 
of  the  party 
recommend- 
ing. 


nPHE  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  the 
Plaintiffs,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing 
the  grievances  thereinafter  mentioned,  carried  on,  and 
from  thenceforth  hitherto  had  carried  on  trade  and 
business  as  dealers  in  tea  and  other  goods,  to  wit,  at 
London^  in  the  parish  of  St.  Maty-le-BaWf  in  the  ward 
of  Cheap  ;  and  thereupon  the  Defendant  theretofore,  to 
wit,  on  the  10th  December  1824,  at,  &c.  contriving  and 
fraudulently  intending  craftily  and  subtilly  to  deceive 
and  injure  the  Plaintiffs,  and  to  induce  them  to  employ 
a  certain  person,  to  wit,  one  James  Jacque^  as  their 
agent  in  the  said  business  at  Manchester^  in  the  county 
of  Lancaster,  to  obtain  and  receive  orders  for  goods  to 
be  supplied  by  them,  and  to  receive  and  collect  money 
on  their  account  in  the  way  of  their  said  business,  for 
commission  and  reward  to  him  payable  in  that  behalf, 
falsely,  fraudulently,  and  deceitfully  represented  and 
asserted  to  the  PlaintiSs  that  the  said  James  Jacque 
had  then  an  excellent  connection  in  that  line  at  Man^ 
Chester  and  the. neighbourhood,  and  that  the  house  for 
which  he  had  done  business  there  was  no  longer  able  to 
execute  his  extensive  orders.  By  means  and  in  con- 
sequence of  which  representation,  the  said  Plaintifis,  and 
one  William  Foster  and  John  Holgate^  who  at  the  time 

next 
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next  thereinafter  mentioned,  were  partners  of  Plain- 
tiffi  in  the  said  business,  not  knowing  to  the  contrary, 
but  believing  therefrom  that  the  said  J.  Jacque  had  at  the 
time  of  such  representation  an  excellent  connection  in  the 
line  of  such  agency  as  aforesaid,  at  Manchester  aforesaid, 
and  had  obtained  extensive  orders  there  for  some  house, 
were  induced  to  hire  and  engage,  and  did  afterwards,  to 
wit,  on,  &c.,  at  London^  8cc«,  hire  and  engage  the  said 
J.  Jacque  as  such  agent  in  their  said  business  at  Man* 
Chester  aforesaid,  for  commission  and  reward  to  him 
payable  in  that  behalf,  and  did  instruct  and  authorise 
him  in  that  capacity  to  obtain  and  take  orders  for  the 
sale  and  supply  of  goods  by  the  Plaintiffs  and  their 
partners  in  the  said  business,  and  collect  and  receive 
money  for  and  on  account  of  the  Plaintiff  and  their 
partners  in  the  way  of  the  said  business:  and  the 
said  J.  Jacquey  under  and  by  virtue  of  that  employ- 
ment, did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  obtain 
and  take  orders  for  the  sale  and  supply  of  goods  by 
the  Plaintiffis  and  their  partners  in  the  said  business, 
to  divers  persons  to  a  large  amount  and  value,  and  to 
collect  and  receive  for  and  on  account  of  the  Plaintifis 
and  their  partners  in  the  way  of  the  said  business,  from 
divers  persons  divers  sums  of  money :  whereas  in  truth 
and  in  fact  at  the  time  the  Defendant  so  represented 
and  asserted  as  aforesaid,  the  said  J.  Jacque  had  not  an 
excellent  or  any  connection  in  the  line  of  such  agency 
at  Manchester  aforesaid,  or  its  neighbourhood,  as  the 
Defendant  then  well  knew,  to  wit,  at,  &c. :  and  whereas 
in  truth  and  in  fact  at  the  time  last  aforesaid,  the  said 
J.  Jacque  had  not  obtained  extensive  orders,  or  any 
orders  at  Manchester  aforesaid  for  any  house  what- 
soever, as  the  Defendant  then  and  there  well  knew. 
And  the  Plaintiffs  in  fact  said,  that  J.  Jacque  for  want  of  a 
good  and  sufficient  connection  in  the  line  of  such  agency 
at  Manchester  aforesaid,  and  its  neighbourhood,  did, 
Vol,  VI.  E  e  under 
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18  SO.  under  and  by  virtue  of  his  said  employment,  obtain 
orders  for  the  sale  and  supply  of  goods  on  credit  by 
the  Plaintifi^  and  their  partners  in  the  said  business  to 
Charles,  divers  customers  of  worse  xind  less  respectable  characters 
and  circumstances  than  he  otherwise  would  have  done, 
and  did  thereby  induce  the  Plaintiffs  and  their  said 
partners,  irho  were  ignorant  of  the  character  and  cir- 
cumstances of  such  customers,  to  sell  to  them  on  credit, 
and  supply  them  with  goods  pursuant  to  such  orders^ 
such  goods  being  in  the  whole  of  large  value,  to  wit, 
the  value  of  2000/.  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain : 
and  although  the  prices  for  which  those  goods  were  so 
sold  ought  long  since  to  have  been  paid  and  satisfied  to 
the  Plaintiffs  and  their  partners,  yet  those  customers,  by 
reason  of  such  their  characters  and  circumstances,  had 
hitherto  refused  and  neglected  to  pay  for  the  same,  and 
the  last-mentioned  goods  were  wholly  lost  to  the  Plain- 
tiffs and  their  said  partners,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  And  the 
Plaintiffs  further  said,  that  the  said  James  Jacque^  con- 
trary to  his  duty  as  such  agent,  had  made  away  with 
and  converted  to  his  own  use,  and  had  not  paid  or  ac- 
counted for  to  the  Plaintiffs  and  their  partners  divers 
large  sums  of  money  collected  and  received  by  him  as 
such  agent  as  aforesaid,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  a 
large  sum,  to  wit,  2000/.  of  like  lawful  money,  which 
was  thereby  wholly  lost  to  the  Plaintiffs  and  their  said 
partners,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  And  the  Plaintiffs  further 
said,  that  J.  Jacques  contrary  to  his  duty  as  such  agent, 
had  neglected  and  refused  to  render  due  and  suflScient 
accounts  to  the  Plaintiffs  and  their  partners  of  divers 
large  quantities  of  their  goods  sold  by  him,  and  of  the 
prices  of  other  of  their  goods  which  came  to  bis  pos- 
session as  such  agent  as  aforesaid,  the  value  thereof 
amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  large  sum,  to  wit,  2000/.  of 
like  lawful  money,  which  goods  were  thereby  wholly  lost 
to  the  Plaintiffs  and  their  said  partners,  to  wit,  at,  &c. 

The 
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The  second  and  third  counts  differed  from  the  first  in 
stating  more  generally  the  representation  made  by  the 
Defendant  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  their  consequent  em- 
ployment of  Jacque. 

The  gravamen  in  the  fourth  count  was,  that  the 
Defendant  at  the  time  he  recommended  Jacque  as 
a  desirable  agent,  knew  that  he  had  800/.  to  pay  without 
any  means  of  doing  so;  and  that  Jacque  being  em- 
ployed by  the  Plaintiffs  failed  to  account  to  them. 

The  fifth  count  stated,  that  Defendant  requested 
Plainti£&  to  employ  Jacque  as  an  agent;  it  then  set 
forth  in  detail  certain  embarrassments  which  Jacque 
was  labouring  under  at  the  time,  of  which  it  was  material 
they  sliould  have  been  informed,  and  which  the  Defend- 
ant, although  it  was  his  duty  to  inform  them,  wrongfully, 
deceitfully,  wilfully,  and  fraudulently  withheld  and  con- 
cealed from  them ;  per  quod  they  employed  and  were 
injured  by  Jacque  (nearly  as  in  the  fir^t  count). 

There  were  four  other  counts  alleging  this  conceal- 
ment in  various  ways. 

Plea,  general  issue. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  Londoji  sittings  after 
Michaelmas  term,  it  appeared  that  in  November  or  De-^ 
cember  1824,  the  Defendant,  a  soap  manufacturer,  called 
on  the  Plaintiffs,  wholesale  tea  dealers,  with  whom  he 
was  on  terms  of  intimacy,  and  after  asking  them  if  they 
did  business  at  Manchester^  said  ^^  he  had  a  young 
friend  for  whom  he  was  anxious  to  procure  a  com- 
mission in  the  tea  trade  at  Manchester :  a  nice  young 
man ;  who  had  an  excellent  connection  there,  and  would 
be  a  great  acquisition  to  any  person  who  wanted  to  do 
business  there :  the  Defendaat  being  on  such  terms  with 
the  Plaintiffs,  he  had  offered  it  to  them  before  he  pro- 
posed it  to  Smith  and  Co.,  a  respectable  house  in  the 
same  line  of  business ;  that  Smith  and  Co.  would  jump 
at  the  offer;  that  his  friend  was  so  excellent  a  young 

£  e  2  man, 
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man,  that  he  would  rather  trust  him  without  security 
than  most  men  with ;  that  this  young  man  had  been  doing 
business  at  Manchester  for  a  London  tea  house,  who  could 
Charles,  ^q  longer  execute  his  extensive  orders ;  that  he  had  an 
uncle  at  Manchester  a  clergyman  of  the  Scotch  church, 
who  would  afford  him  great  facilities  in  the  way  of 
business,  and  knew  all  the  Scotch  travellers  in  the  trade ; 
that  Defendant  would  like  him  to  sell  soap  for  De- 
fendant and  his  partner,  but  feared  his  other  connections 
would  not  allow  him  time." 

The  Plaintiffs  said  they  had  an  objection  to  giving 
commissions ;  but  the  very  strong  recommendation  De- 
fendant had  given  of  his  friend  would  induce  them  to 
think  of  it 

Accordingly,  in  the  beginning  of  1825,  the  Plaintiffi 
employed  James  Jacque  the  Defendant's  young  friend 
to  do  business  for  them  on  commission  at  Manchester. 
But  by  the  middle  of  1827,  after  repeatedly  sending 
incorrect  statements  of  the  amount  of  his  receipts  on 
their  behalf,  he  contrived  to  be  a  defaulter  to  them  to 
the  extent  of  900/.  and  upwards,  and  to  involve  them  in 
bad  debts  to  a  much  greater  amount. 

He  then  took  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  debtors*  act 

Instead  of  having  been  employed  in  the  Manchester 
commission  tea  trade  in  the  year  1824,  as  the  Defendant 
bad  stated  to  the  Plaintiffs,  it  appeared  that  he  had,  at  the 
recommendation  of  the  Defendant,  been  taken  into  part- 
nership without  any  capital  by  Mr.  H,  C.  Stewart^  a 
warehouseman  in  London^  in  July  1823;  but  great 
losses  having  been  incurred  in  that  concern,  aggravated 
by  a  robbery  to  some  amount,  Mr.  Stewart  closed  the 
concern  and  dissolved  the  partnership  in  October  1824. 

Jacque  was  then  indebted  to  Stewart  in  the  sum  of 
800/.,  which  he  undertook  by  deed,  dated  Naoember  1  Sth, 
1824,  to  pay  by  instalments,  in  two,  three,  and  four 
years ;  but  nothing  was  ever  paid. 

All 
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All  this  was  known  to  the  Defendant,  who  had  acted 
throughout  for  Jacque^  and  had  negotiated  the  terms 
of  the  dissolution  of  partnership. 

Lietters  were  also  put  in,  written  by  the  Defendant  to 
Jacque^  after  the  exposure  of  the  Manchester  trans- 
actions, in  which  the  Defendant  exhorted  Jacque  to 
write  various  falsehoods  to  the  Plaintiffs  with  a  view  to 
the  exculpation  of  the  Defendant,  and  to  conceal  from 
the  Plaintiffs  his  knowledge  of  some  of  the  transactions 
at  Manchester. 

When  the  Defendant  was  first  applied  to  on  the 
subject  by  the  Plaintiffs,  he  expressed  his  regret  that  his 
house  should  have  been  the  means  of  introducing  an  un- 
worthy agent  to  the  Plaintiffs,  but  that,  as  they  had  been 
instrumental  in  bringing  the  loss  on  the  Plaintifis,  he 
would  see  his  partner  on  the  subject,  and  see  what  could 
be  done  towards  relieving  them  from  it.  No  step  of 
that  kind  having  been  taken,  the  present  action  was 
commenced. 

Tindal  C.  J.  told  the  jury  to  consider  whether  the 
representation  complained  of  by  the  Plaintiffs  had  ever 
been  made,  and  if  made,  whether  it  was  false  within  the 
knowledge  of  the  Defendant ;  for  unless  it  were  false 
within  his  knowledge,  the  action  did  not  lie. 

The  jury  having  found  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant, 
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Wilde  Serjt.  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground  that 
the  Defendant  was  clearly  responsible  to  the  Plaintiffs 
for  the  consequences  of  a  representation  false  within  his 
own  knowledge,  if  not  for  the  concealment  of  circum- 
stances which  it  was  material  for  him  to  have  disclosed 
upon  recommending  an  agent. 


Jones  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  Tlie  Defendant  is  en- 
titled to  retain  his  verdict.  It  is  not  sufficient  to  sup- 
port an  action  of  this  kind,  that  there  has  been  temerity 
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1630.        or  inaccuracy  in  representations  made  by  the  Defendant, 
or  that  he  has  omitted  to  disclose  all  tliat  he  knew. 

It  must  be  shewn  that  he  acted  with  a  wicked  intent^ 
Charles,  resolvable  into  malice  or  pecuniary  interest.  This  was 
the  opinion  of  Grose  J.  in  Pasley  v.  Freeman  (a),  con- 
firmed by  Haycrgft  v.  Creasy.  (6)  He  considered  recom- 
mendations of  this  kind  as  falling  within  the  class  of 
nude  assertions,  on  which  the  party  deceived  might  ex- 
ercise his  own  judgment ;  and  where  he  omitted  to  make 
inquiries  into  the  truth  of  the  assertion,  it  became  his 
own  fault  from  laches^  if  he  were  deceived. 

But  at  all  events,  an  intent  to  defraud  and  injure  the 
Plaintiffit  ought  to  have  been  shewn.  The  Defendant 
might  have  wished  to  serve  Jacque^  but  there  is  no 
proof  that  he  intended  to  defraud  the  Plainti£& ;  and 
though  Jacque  had  been  unsuccessful  as  a  trader  at  the 
time  of  the  recommendation,  he  might,  in  the  estimation 
of  the  Defendant,  have  been  a  proper  person  for  an 
agent.  Then,  the  Plaintiffs  ought  to  have  acted  with 
more  vigilance ;  for  if  this  action  can  be  sustained  for 
what  happened  at  an  interval  of  three  years  after  the 
Defendant's  recommendation,  he  will  never  be  absolved 
from  his  responsibility;  and  a  mere  recommendation  will 
have  the  effect  of  a  continuing  guarantee,  upon  which 
he  may  be  charged  for  eventual  misconduct,  although 
the  party  recommended  may  have  conducted  himself 
properly  for  years. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  Court  will  be  better  satisfied  if 
this  case  is  submitted  to  a  second  jury.  But  what  has 
been  advanced  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant  as  the  legal 
ground  of  this  action  is  not  warranted  by  any  of  the 
decisions.  It  has  been  urged  that  it  is  not  sufficient  to 
shew  that  a  representation  on  which  a  plaintiff  has  acted 

(«)  3  r.  R.  54.  {b)  %  Eajtf  9». 
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was  false  within  the  knowledge  of  the  defendant,  and 
that  damage  has  ensued  to  the  plaintiff,  but  that  the 
plaintiff  must  also  shew  the  motive  which  actuated  the 
defendant.  1  am  not  aware  of  any  authority  for  such  a 
position,  nor  that  it  can  be  material  what  the  motive 
was.  The  law  will  infer  an  improper  motive  if  what 
the  defendant  says  is  false  within  his  own  knowledge, 
and  is  the  occasion  of  damage  to  the  plaintiff. 


1880. 


Park  J.  I  do  not  agree  in  the  proposition  main- 
tained by  my  Brother  Jories.  In  Tapp  v.  Lee  {a)  Chambre  J. 
said,  ^'  It  would  be  an  absurditv  in  law  to  hold  that  if  a 
man  draws  another  into  a  snare,  the  party  suffering 
should  have  no  remedy  by  action.  An  action  on  the 
case  for  deceit  is  an  action  well  known  to  the  law ;  and  I 
cannot  agree  in  the  argument  which  has  been  used  for 
the  defendant,  that  such  actions  ought  to  be  confined  to 
representations  which  are  literally  false.  Fraud  may 
consist  as  well  in  the  suppression  of  what  is  true,  as  in 
the  representation  of  what  is  false.  If  a  man,  pro- 
fessing to  answer  a  question,  select  those  facts  only  which 
are  likely  to  give  a  credit  to  the  person  of  whom  he  speaks, 
and  keep  back  the  rest,  he  is  a  more  artful  knave  than 
he  who  tells  a  direct  falsehood.  As  to  the  case  of  Hay^ 
craft  v.  Creasyy  I  agree  with  the  majority  of  the  Judges 
who  decided  the  point  of  law.  In  that  case  there  was 
no  fraud ;  but  fraud  is  the  foundatiorr  of  the  action. 
There  the  defendant  himself  was  misled ;  every  thing 
which  he  stated  he  believed ;  the  ground  of  action  tliere- 
fore  totally  failed." 


Ga6EL£e  J.  I  do  not  collect  from  the  decisions  that 
more  is  necessary  to  maintain  this  action  than  the  un- 
truth of  the  suggestion  which  has  been  the  occasion  of 


(a)   sB.tff  P.  371- 

Ee  4 


injury 
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injury  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  knowledge  of  its  untruth 
by  the  Defendant. 


BosANQUET  J.  concurred. 


Rule  absolute. 


Feb.  9* 

A  iuggestiont 
that  Defend- 
ant defends  by 
A.  jB.,  «  who 
has  been  ap- 
pointed solici- 
tor on  behalf 
of  his  majestyt 
and  acts  as 
such  in  this 
behalf,"  is  a 
sttfificient  dis- 
closure to  the 
Court  that 
A.  B.  has  au- 
thority to  act 
under  9  G,  4. 
e.  a^.y  and 
Plaintiff  can- 
not treat  the 
plea  as  a  nul- 
lityy  althoughf 
otherwise 
than  by  such 
suggestion^ 
the  record 
does  not  shew 
that  the  cause 
concerns 
matters  of 
revenue. 


West  v.  Taunton. 

'T'ROVER  for  bank-notes,  sovereigns,  and  a  watch- 
seal. 

The  appearance  entered  at  the  filacer's  office  was, 

"  Middlesex. — Samuel  Hercules  Taunton^  ats.  William 
Joseph  Wesly  cap.  returnable  fifteen  days  of  St.  Martini 
J.  G.  fValJbrd." 

A  declaration  having  been  sent  to  Mr.  fVal/brdj  with 
notice  for  the  Defendant  to  plead  within  the  usual  time, 
the  following  plea  was  filed :  — 

"  And  the  said  Samuel  Hercules  Taunton^  by  Joseph 
Green  Walford^  who  has  been  duly  appointed  solicitor 
on  behalf  of  his  majesty,  under  the  directions  of  the 
commissioners  of  his  Majesty's  customs,  and  who  acts  as 
such  solicitor  under  such  directions  in  this  behalf  comes 
and  defends  the  wrong  and  injury  when,  &c.,  and  says 
that  he  is  not  guilty  of  the  said  supposed  grievances 
above  laid  to  his  charge,  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said 
William  Joseph  West  hath  above  thereof  complained 
against  him  ;  and  of  this  he,  the  said  Samuel  Hercules 
Tauntottf  puts  himself  upon  the  country,"  &c. 

The  Plaintiff  thereupon  signed  judgment,  treating 
this  plea  as  a  nullity,  because  the  Defendant  had  neither 
appeared  personally  nor  by  an  attorney  of  this  Court 
appointed  by  him,  but  by  a  solicitor  of  his  majesty, 
who  had  no  authority  to  act  as  attorney  except  in  re- 
venue matters,  pursuant  to  9  G.  4.  c.  25.,  and  there  was 
nothing  to  shew  that  revenue  matters  were  in  question. 

Upon 
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Upon  an  affidavit  by  the  Defendant  that  he  had  no 
interest  in  the  cause,  and  was  indemnified  by  the  conr- 
missioners  of  his  majesty's  customs,  having  seized  the 
property  sought  to  be  recovered  (including  the  watch- 
seal)  in  his  capacity  of  an  officer  of  police ; 

That  he  believed  the  said  property  to  be  the  pro- 
ceeds of  a  forged  note  for  the  payment  of  money  the 
payment  of  which  was  obtained  from  the  receiver- 
general  of  his  majesty's  customs;  and 

That  Joseph  Green  Walford  had  been  duly  appointed 
solicitor  to  the  customs ; 


18S0. 


WE8* 

Tauntcht. 


Wilde  Seijt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  judg- 
ment, and,  upon  delivery  to  the  Plaintiff  of  the  seal 
referred  to  in  the  Defendant's  affidavit,  and  payment  of 
costs  up  to  the  time  of  signing  judgment,  to  stay  the 
proceedings  in  the  action  as  to  the  seal,  or  to  strike  out 
the  part  of  the  declaration  relating  to  such  seal. 


Toddy  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  A  Defendant  must 
either  appear  personally  or  by  an  attorney  of  the  Court, 
who  acts  on  his  retainer;  unless  in  revenue  matters, 
In  which,  by  statute,  the  solicitor  of  the  crown  is  per- 
mitted to  act,  although  he  be  not  an  attorney  of  the 
Court 

The  statute  9  G.  4.  c,  25.  authorises  the  appointment 
of  persons  to  act  as  solicitors  on  behalf  of  his  majesty 
in  any  court  or  jurisdiction  in  revenue  matters,  and  that 
when  any  person  has  been  appointed  to  be  solicitor  or 
attorney  on  behalf  of  his  majesty,  it  shall  and  may  be 
lawful  for  such  person  to  act  and  practise  as  such 
solicitor  or  attorney.  But  before  such  solicitor  can 
intervene  in  a  cause,  and  act  without  so  much  as  stating 
that  he  acts  on  behalf  of  the  Defendant,  the  Court 
must  be  apprized  by  previous  application  or  otherwise 
that  the  cause  concerns  revenue  matters^  otherwise  the 
solicitor  is  without  authority. 

The 
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1830.  The  attorney  for  the  lord  mayor  is  nominated  by  his 

lordship  in  open  court,  and  his  name  is  placed  on 
record ;  but  here  Mr.  Walford  is  not  an  attorney  of  the 
Court,  and  there  is  nothing  to  shew  that  he  has  autho- 
rity to  act  for  the  Defendant,  or  that  he  is  amenable  to 
the  jurisdiction  of  this  Court.  The  plea,  therefore,  has 
been  properly  treated  as  a  nullity. 

Wilde.  In  the  recent  case  of  Rawe  v.  JSrenton^  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  granted  a  trial*  at  bar,  upon  the 
suggestion  of  the  Attorney  General  that  the  crown  was 
interested  in  the  cause,  without  inquiring  into  the  nature 
of  the  interest.  The  averment  in  the  commencement 
of  Xhe  plea  in  this  cause,  that  J.  G.  Walford  is  solicitor 
to  his  majesty  and  acts  in  his  behalf,  is  a  sufficient  in- 
timation of  his  authority  for  the  Court  to  proceed  on. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  have  no  doubt  as  to  the  authority 
of  Mr.  Walford  to  appear  as  the  attorney  in  this  cause. 
In  ancient  times,  previously  to  the  statute  of  West- 
minster^ no  persons  were  permitted  to  appear  by  at- 
torney. The  practice  being  then  established  by  statute, 
the  multitude  of  persons  who  assumed  to  act  in  that 
capacity  was  found  inconvenient,  and  from  the  time  of 
James  the  Second  to  George  the  Second  various  acts 
were  passed  for  the  regulation  of  attomies,  prescribing 
certain  modes  of  education  and  other  requisites  as 
preliminaries  to  admission,  and  imposing  penalties  on 
such  as  might  act  without  observing  the  necessary 
formalities. 

The  object  of  the  9  G.  4.  c,  25.  was  to  exempt  from 
these  penalties  persons  who,  without  going  through  tlie 
course  prescribed,  might  be  appointed  to  act  as  attomies 
or  solicitors  for  his  majesty.  The  first  section  enacts, 
that  ^^  Whenever  any  person  has  been  or  is  or  shall  be 
appointed  to  be  solicitor  or  attorney  on  behalf  of  his 
majesty,  under  the  orders  and  directions  of  the  com- 
missioners 


West 
•v. 
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missioners  of  the  treasury,  customs,  excise,  or  stamps,  1830. 
or  under  the  orders  and  directions  of  any  commissioners 
or  other  person  or  persons  having  the  management  of 
any  other  branch  of  his  majesty's  revenue  for  the  time  Tauntoit. 
being,  it  is  and  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  such  person 
to  act  and  practise  as  such  solicitor  or  attorney  under 
such  orders  and  directions  in  all  and  every  court  and 
courts,  jurisdiction  and  jurisdictions,  place  and  places, 
in  every  part  of  the  United  Kingdom ;  any  thing  in 
any  act  of  parliament,  or  in  any  order  or  rule  of  any 
court  of  justice,  or  any  law,  usage,  or  custom,  in  force  in 
any  part  of  the  United  Kingdom  relating  to  solicitors  or 
attornies,  or  to  the  admission  or  practice  of  such  soli- 
citors or  attornies,  to  the  contrary  in  anywise  notwith- 
standing." The  second,  "  That  every  person  who  shall 
or  may  have  acted  as  such  solicitor  or  attorney,  under 
or  in  pursuance  of  or  in  obedience  to  any  such  appoint- 
ment, orders,  and  directions  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  and  is 
hereby  respectively  indemnified  for  and  on  account  of 
the  same,  and  of  any  act  or  thing  done  in  pursuance  of 
or  in  obedience  to  or  in  conformity  with  such  appoint- 
ment, orders,  and  directions ;  and  if  any  action,  suit, 
prosecution,  or  proceeding,  hath  been  or  shall  be  com- 
menced against  any  person  for  or  in  respect  of  any  act, 
matter,  or  thing  done  under  such  appointment,  orders, 
or  directions  as  aforesaid,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  de- 
fendant or  defender  in  any  such  action,  suit,  prosecution, 
or  proceeding,  in  or  before  whatever  court  the  same  may 
\}e  commenced  or  had,  to  apply  to  such  court  by  motion 
in  a  summary  way  to  stay  all  proceedings  whatever  against 
such  defendant  or  defender ;  and  such  court  is  hereby 
required  to  make  order  for  that  purpose  accordingly." 
And  the  language  employed  by  Mr.  Walford  in  this 
plea  suflRciently  discloses  to  the  Court  that  he  is  within 
the  statutory  exemption.  By  the  same  clause  also  he 
has  authority  to  act  as  attorney  for  those  by  whom  he  is 
appointed. 

The 
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18  SO.  The  Plaintifi^  therefore,  had  no  right  to  treat  this 

^"  '  plea  as  a  nullity :  but  we  do  not  conclude  him  by  this 

V.  decision,  because  he  may  sue  for  the  penalty  if  there  be 

Taunton,  a  want  of  the  requisite  authority. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  object  of 
the  9  G.  4.  c,  25.  was  to  exempt  the  solicitors  of  public 
boards  from  the  penalties  attached  to  persons  who  prac- 
tise as  attornies  without  having  been  regularly  admitted. 
It  has  been  objected,  that  one  who  acts  as  attorney 
should  always  be  amenable  as  such  to  the  authority  of 
the  Court  in  which  he  acts :  I  am  not  prepared  to  say 
that  the  party  acting  in  this  cause  would  not  be  so. 

Gaselee  J.  It  was  not'  necessary  that  any  previous 
application  should  have  been  made  to  the  Court  to 
enable  Mr.  Walford  to  act  in  the  cause.  From  the 
pleadings  and  the  Defendant's  affidavit  it  sufficiently 
appears  that  a  matter  of  revenue  was  in  question. 

BosANQUET  J.  In  revenue  matters  persons  who  have 
been  appointed  pursuant  to  tlie  9  G.  4.  c.  25.  are  author- 
ised to  act  as  attornies.  Mr.  fValford  appears  by 
affidavit  to  have  been  so  appointed ;  and  the  Defendant 
being  entitled  to  employ  him  under  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  he  was  authorised  to  act  The  statute  does 
not  confine  the  privilege  to  cases  in  which  the  crown  is 
concerned. 

Rule  absolute. 

Tke  Court  ordered,  that  on  the  delivery  of  the  seal 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  rule,  the  Plaintiff  should 
not  proceed  for  nominal  damages.  See  Bjimsden  v. 
Austen  (a).  Picketing  v.  Truste  (i).  Tucker  v.  Wright  (c), 
Earle  v.  Holdemesse,  {d) 

{a)  Tidd.Pr.sit.  (c)  $BiHgb.6oi. 

{b)  7T.  R.  S3.  (d)  4  BingiK  46a. 
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Cook  v.  Ward.  i?^^.  ^, 

T   I  BEL.     The   declaration,   after  the  usual  induce-  i.  it  U  a  libel 
ment  of  the  high  estimation  in  which  the  Plaintiff  ^®  Publish  in  a 
was  held  among  his  neighbours  and  other  worthy  and  gtoiy  ofan 
estimable  subjects  of  this  realm   at  Chelmsford^  stated  individual  cal- 
that,  before  the  committing  of  the  several  grievances  by  ?*  ^ '?  T"' 
the  *said    Defendant   as    thereinafter    mentioned,    one  crou8,a]though 
WiUiam  Corder,  who  had  been  theretofore  tried  and  con-  ^®  "**/  ^avc 
victed  of  murder  at  Swry,  to  wit,  at  Chelmsford  aforesaid,  ^^^^  ^f  ^^^ 
in  the  county  aforesaid,  was  about  to  be  hanged  for  such  self, 
crime,  to  wit,  at  Chelmsford  in  the  county  aforesaid.  •ij-?**if^l. 
Nevertheless,  the  said  Defendant  well  knowing  the  pre-  fendant  ac- 
mises,  but  greatly  envying  the  happy  state  and  condition  ^^^inted  for 
of  the  said  Plaintiff,  and  contriving,  and  wickedly  and  ^j^jg,  of  the 
maliciously  intending,  to  injure  the  said  Plaintiff  in  his  p^per  in  quet- 
said  good  name,  fame,   credit,    respectability   and   re-  ^?°*  kif '^ 
putation,  and  to  bring  him  into  public  scandal,  infamy, 
ridicule,  contempt,  and  disgrace,  with  and  among  all  his 
neighbours  and  other  good  and  worthy  subjects  of  this 
realm,  and  to  vex,  harass,  oppress,  impoverish,  and  wholly 
ruin  the  said  Plaintiff  theretofore,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c., 
falsely,  wickedly,  and  maliciously  did  compose  and  pub- 
lish, and  cause  and  procure  to  be  composed  and  published, 
of  and  concerning  the  said  Plaintiff,  a  certain  false,  scan- 
dalous, malicious,  and  defamatory  libel,  containing  therein 
the  false,  scandalous,  malicious,  defamatory,  and  libellous 
matter  following  of  and  concerning  the  said  Plaintiff; 
that  is  to  say,  ^*  A  Cook  (then  and  there  meaning  the 
said  Plaintiff)  mistaken  for  Jack  Ketch.     (From  a  cor- 
respondent.)    The  following  ludicrous  occurrence  took 

place 
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ISSO,  place  at  Bury  shortly  after  the  conclusion  of  the  trial  of 
Corder  (meaning  the  said  W,  Corder) :  —  A  respectable 
deputy  overseer  (meaning  the  said  Plaintiff  )|  not  two 
miles  from  the  parish  of  &'/•  Man/s  in  this  town,  (meaning 
the  town  of  Colchester^  in  the  county  aforesaid,)  like 
many  other  Gents,  had  the  curiosity  to  hear  Corder^s 
trial.  Accordingly,  he  (meaning  the  said  Plaintiff)  went 
to  Bufy,  and  got  admission  into  court;  and  the  trial 
being  ended,  he  adjourned  to  an  inn  (not  of  the  highest 
class)  to  take  some  porter,  amidst  a  dozen  others,  who 
were  perhaps  as  risky  as  himself.  His  appearance^ 
which  we  (meaning  the  said  Defendant)  suppose  must 
have  been  very  singular,  struck  the  company  that  he 
must  be  a  man  '  out  of  the  common  way.'  Accordingly, 
the  question  was  whispered  amongst  them,  who  he 
could  be :  at  length,  after  a  deal  of  pro  and  con,  it  was 
decided  that  he  could  be  no  other  personage  than  Jaci 
Ketch.  After  a  short  pause,  one  of  them  emphatically 
said  to  him,  *  Pray,  Sir,  arn't  you  the  gemman  that's 
come  down  to  hang  Corder  F '  Of  course  such  a  question 
was  the  means  of  his  (meaning  the  said  Plaintiff's) 
bklding  them  a  respectful  farewell. 

The  stupid  elves  mistook  him  (meaning  the  said 
Plaintiff)  by  his  look,  'Stead  of  the  Jack,  he  proved 
to  be  the  CookJ*  By  means  of  the  committing  of 
which  said  several  grievances  by  Defendant  as  aforesaid, 
tlie  Plaintiff  had  been  and  was  greatly  injured  in  bis 
good  name,  fame,  respectability,  credit,  and  reputation, 
and  brought  into  public  scandal,  contempt,  ridicule, 
infamy,  and  disgrace,  with  and  amongst  all  his  neigh- 
bours, friends,  and  acquaintance,  and  other  good  and 
worthy  subjects  of  this  realm,  insomuch  that  divers  of 
those  friends,  neighbours,  and  subjects  had,  on  account 
of  the  committing  of  the  said  several  grievances  by  the 
said  Defendant  a^  aforesaid,  from  thence  hitherto  wholly 

refused, 
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refused,  and  still  did  refuse,  to  have  any  transactioni  18S0* 
acquaintance,  or  discourse  with  the  said  Plaintiff,  as 
they  were  before  used  and  accustomed  to  have  done, 
and  otherwise  would  have  done,  or  to  hold  or  permit  any 
intercourse  or  society  with,  or  to  receive  or  admit  him 
into  their  respective  houses  or  company,  to  wit,  &c. 

At  the  trial  before  Gaselee  J.,  Chelmsford  Summer 
assizes  1829,  the  proof  of  publication  was  by  the  pro- 
duction of  the  certified  copy  of  the  Defendant's  affidavit 
filed  at  the  stamp  office  pursuant  to  the  38  G.  3.  c.  78. 
In  this  affidavit  the  Defendant  was  described  as  *^  Edward 
John  Ward  of  Colchester^  in  the  county  oi  Essex^  printer, 
publisher,  and  sole  proprietor  of  the  Colchester  Gazette^** 
and  the  place  of  printing  the  same,  as  intended  to  be 
<^  at  the  printing  office  of  the  said  Edward  John  Ward^ 
belonging  to  his  dwelling-house,  situate  No.  25.  Head 
Street,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Mary  ai  the  Walls,  in  the 
borough  q{  Colchester^ 

The  title  of  the  newspaper,  when  produced,  appeared 
to  be  "  The  Colchester  Gazette,  printed  and  published 
by  jB.  J.  Ward  (the  sole  proprietor).  Head  Street,  CoU 
Chester^ 

The  distributor  of  stamps  further  proved  that  the  De- 
fendant, as  proprietor  of  the  paper,  had  accounted  with 
him  for  the  duty  on  advertisements.  And  a  newspaper 
<9f  the  day  on  which  the  libel  appeared,  Atdgust  23d,  1828, 
was  produced,  marked  with  various  charges  in  red  ink, 
which  corresponded  with  the  sum  paid  by  the  Defend- 
ant to  the  distributor. 

It  was  objected,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  that 
the  certified  copy  of  the  affidavit  ought  not  to  be 
admitted  as  proof  of  publication,  inasmuch  as  it  did 
not  exactly  correspond  with  the  description  in  the 
newspaper  itself.  The  learned  Judge  thought  that  if  it 
were  competent  to  the  publisher  of  a  newspaper  to  raise 
•uch  an  objection,  the  purpose  of  the  statute  in  requiring 

his 
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18S0.  his  affidavit  would  be  defeated.  He  therefore  ad- 
mitted the  affidavit  in  evidence,  but  reserved  the  point 
for  the  consideration  of  this  Court. 

A  witness  then  stated  that  subsequently  to  the  pub- 
lication of  the  libel,  the  Plaintiff,  as  assistant  overseer  of 
the  parish  of  St.  Mary  at  the  WallSf  was  present  at  a 
meeting  of  the  burgesses  to  produce  the  poor's  rates, 
when,  the  office  of  mayor  having  been  declined  by  a 
gentleman  who  had  been  proposed  for  it,  one  of  the 
aldermen  said,  ^^  If  you  don't  accept  the  office,  you 
shall  be  the  first  I  will  hang  when  I  come  into  office;" 
whereupon  some  one,  pointing  to  the  Plaintifl^  said, 
*^  There  is  Jack  Ketch ;"  upon  which  there  was  a  general 
roar  of  laughter. 

It  appeared  that  before  the  publication  in  the  news- 
paper the  Plaintiff  had  told  the  story  of  himself  to  a 
party  of  his  acquaintance  at  a  public-house  in  Colchester^ 

The  jury  gave  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintifi^  with  IQL 
damages. 

Jones  Serjt.,  in  Michaelmas  term,  moved  to  set  aside 
this  verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground,  first, 
that  there  had  been  no  sufficient  proof  of  publication, 
the  title  of  the  newspaper  not  corresponding  with  the 
affidavit  at  the  stamp  office;  and,  secondly,  that  the 
declaration  containing  no  allegation  of  special  damage, 
evidence  of  the  laugh  against  the  Plaintiff  at  the  vestry 
ought  not  to  have  been  admitted;  particularly  as  the 
Plaintiff  was  the  cause  of  the  laugh,  by  originally  circu- 
lating the  story  himself. 

He  also  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  first,  that  there 
was  nothing  in  the  alleged  libel  calculated  to  injure  the 
Plaintiff,  or  even  to  make  him  the  object  of  ridicule. 
The  production  complained  of  was  a  dull  joke,  intended, 
no  doubt,  to  raise  a  laugh,  but  not  at  the  expense  of  the 
Plaintiff.    Secondly,  that  the  innuendoes  referred  to  facts 

not 
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not  safficiently  connected  with   the  statement 'in  the        18S0. 
inducement,  and  the  libel,  although  alleged  to  be  of  land        ^^  ' 
concerning  the  Plaintiff,  was  not  allied  to  be  of  and  ^. 

concerning  him  and  the  facts  mentioned  in  the  induce-  WAAtf. 
ment.  Crq/i  v.  Boite  (a),  Hawkins  v.  Hawkey  (6),  Todd 
V-  Hastings  (c),  Bex  v.  Marsden  (d),  Rex  v.  Home,  {e)  • 
The  Court  thought  there  was  nothing  in  the  ob- 
jections in  arrest  of  judgment,  but  granted  a  rule  nisi 
on  the  other  points. 

• 

Spankie  Serjt  now  shewed  causie.  The  description 
of  the  paper  tallied  sufficiently  with  the  affidavit  at  the 
stamp  office.  There  was  a  substantial  compliance  with 
the  requisitions  of  the  act,  the  object  of  which  was  to 
furnish  means  of  discovering  readily  the  responsible  pro- 
prietor of  a  newspaper,  and  the  intention  of  the  legist 
iature  might  always  be  defeated  by  fraud  if  a,  proprietor 
could  shield  himself  by  making  a  colourable  differeuc^ 
between  the  title  of  his  paper  and  the  contents  of  his 
affidavit  He  is  the  last  person,  therefore,  to  whom  it 
can'  be  open  to  take  such  an  objection.  But  here  was 
ample  proof  of  proprietorship  independently  of  the 
affidavit.  Bex  v.  Topham  (^)  and  Bex  v.  Francklin  {h) 
shew  that  tlie  adoption  of  the  paper  by  the  Defendant 
is  sufficient  to  connect  him  with  the  publication ;  and  in 
Bex  \.Amphlit{i)  the  delivery  of  a  newspaper  to  the  officer 
at  the  stamp  office  was  holden  a  sufficient  publication  to 
sustain  an  indictment  for  libel.  Here  the  Defendant 
not  only  delivered  the  paper,  but  accounted  with  the 
officer  for  the  stamps. 

As  to  the  evidence  of  what  passed  at  the  vestry,  it 
was  *  not  offered  as  evidence  of  special  damage,  but  to 

(a)   I  JVmi,  Saund.  341.  (e)  Cowp*  67a. 

(i)  8  Bajtj  417.  (g)  4T.IL  ia6. 

(c)  %fFmj.Saund.30y.  (b)   IT  How.  St.  Tr.  M.    ' 

Id)  aM.^S.  X64.  (0  4  A  etf  C.  ss* 

Vol.  VI.  F  f  shew 
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1890.       ahsw  the  natural  and  intended  consequence   of  the 
fibd. 

Jtma*  The  variance  between  the  affidavit  and  the 
title  of  the  paper  is  fetal.  The  object  of  the  S8  GL  8* 
was  to  fecllitate  the  proof  of  publication  by  prescribing 
a  certain  course  which  is  to  be  conclusive  on  the  de- 
fendant But  the  act  does  not  exclude  other  modes  of 
proof;  and  therefore  if  a  party  elect  to  take  to  the 
statutory  proof,  he  must  be  careful  to  see  that  he  is 
enabled  to  pursue  its  provisions;  and  the  question  is 
not  whether  the  Defendant  shall  be  enabled  to  avail 
himself  of  his  own  inaccuracy,  but  whether  the  Plain* 
tiff  can  produce  the  proof  required  by  the  statute.  In 
MMrrag  v«  SouieTf  tried  before  Lord  TerUerdem  in  Jubf 
last,  the  defendant  was  proprietor  of  the  ManchetUr 
Courier^  and  in  the  affidavit  had  described  his  residoice 
to  be  in  Bed  Lion  Street  SUAnrCs  Square.  On  the 
paper  it  was  described  as  in  jS^.  Ann*$  Square  i  and  it 
was  contended  that  the  variance  was  immaterial,  because 
one  side  of  the  house  was  in  Red  Ldon  Street^  and  oiv- 
other  in  St.  Ann* s  Square.  But  Lord  Tenterden  hdd, 
that  as  the  party  was  not  excluded  from  other  proof  of 
publication,  if  he  rdied  on  the  statutory  proo(  he  must 
faring  himself  within  the  statute,  and  that  the  discrepancy 
objected  to  was  &taL 

Then,  the  payment  of  the  stamp  duty,  even  if  it  could 
be  considered  evidence  of  proprietorship^  is  no  evidence 
of  publication.  In  Rex  v.  Tapham  publication  at  the 
office  of  the  paper  was  proved. 

But,  at  all  events,  the  Plaintiff  having  himself  told 
the  story  complained  of,  had  no  claim  for  damages ;  and 
the  evidence  of  what  passed  at  the  vestry  ought  not  to 
have  been  introduced,  because  it  was  impossible  to  say 
whether  the  persons  present  were  acquainted  with  the 

story 
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#tPfy  ibrpngb  die  Di^fmdiint't  nawspap^r  or  UiQ  Plains 
tiff's  own  narration. 


Tuf DAJL  C.  J.    Thi9  rule  b99  beea  pbtainjed  m  two      Waw* 
grounds;    first,  that  the  publication  of  the  libel  in 
qoestioa  was  not  made  out  by  suflScient  evidence;  and, 
iocondlji  that  with  a  view  to  the  damages  evidence  was 
ifliproperiy  recdved. 

Upon  the  first  point  it  will  not  be  necessary  for  the 
Court  to  give  any  opinion  as  to  the  evidence  under  the 
MUute,  beeause,  independently  of  that,  there  was  abunr 
dant  evidence  of  publication  to  go  to  the  jury.  Thi^ 
identical  paper  was  produced,  exhibiting  the  crosses  and 
inarks  by  which  the  Defendant  had  accounted  f(M:  the 
tftamp  duty,  and  had  actually  paid  it  tQ  tke  oc^ector. 
Can  any  one  doubt  that  this  was  evidence  to  go  to  the 
jury? 

Upon  the  second  point  it  has  been  eontended  that  the 
Jlamages  vere  given  by  the  jury  in  consequence  of 
evidence  which  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted,  — 
evidence  of  the  Plaintifi^'s  having  been  the  object  of 
laughter  at  a  public  vestry.  But  the  declaration  alleges 
that  by  means  of  the  libel  the  Plaintiff  was  brought  into 
contempt  and  ridicule  among  his  neighbours  and  ac- 
quaintance; and  the  evidence  objected  to  is,  that  he  was 
laughed  at  at  a  public  meeting.  Ihe  evidence,  however, 
was  properly  admitted  as  identifying  the  subject  of  the 
libel,  and  as  a  proof  of  the  consequences  necesj^rily 
resulting  from  its  pubrication. 

It  is  urged^  however,  that  the  Plaintiff  could  have  no 
claim  to  damages,  because  he  had  told  the  story  of  him- 
fld£  If  it  could  have  been  shewn  that  he  liad  authorized 
the  publication  of  the  story,  the  Court  would  have 
granted  a  new  trial.  But  there  b  a  great  difference 
betareM  a  Am'a  telUng  a  liidierous  story  of  fainciscilf  to  a 
circle  of  his  own  acquaintance,  and  a  publication  of  it  to 

Ff  2  all 
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1880.       all  the  world  through  the  medium  of  a  newspaper; 
The  rule  must  be  di$charged. 

Park  J.  I  abstain  from  giving  any  opinion  on  the 
construction  of  the  statute,  because  the  point  is  now 
pending  in  another  court;  but  there  was  in  this  case 
ample  evidence  of  publication,  independently  of  the 
affidavit,  and  it  would  have  been  strange  if  the  jury  had 
drawn  any  other  conclusion. 

The  other  evidence  which  has  been  objected  to  was 
not  admitted  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  special  damage, 
properly  so  called,  but  to  identify  the  Plaintiff  as  the 
person  to  whom  the  ridicule  of  the  libel  attached. 

As  to  the  Plaintiff's  having  told  the  story  of  himself 
diat  will  not  justify  the  Defendant  in  publishing  it  all 
over  the  country. 

The  rest  of  the  Court  concurring^  the  rule  was 

Dischai^ged. 


Feb.  9.      Sharpe  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Harrison, 

an  Insolvent,  v.  Thomas. 

A  wMTant  of    "O  Y  the  7  G.  4.  c.  57.  s.  32.  it  is  enacted,  "  That  if 

attorney  given  j^„  prisoner  who  shall  file  his  or  her  petition  for  his 

to  a  particufaur  "^  *  * 

creditor  by       or  her  discharge  under  this  act,  shall,  before  his  or  her 

one  who  at       imprisonment,  being  in  insolvent  circumstances,  volun- 
tends  to  take    **^"'y  convey,  assign,  transfer,  charge,  deliver,  or  make 

the  benefit  of    over  any  estate  real  or  personal,  security  for  money, 
the  insolvent 

debtors'  act,  is  a. charge  on  property  or  a  tranter  of  it  by  assignment  within  the 
thirty-second  section  of  7  G.  4*  ^«  57« 

bond, 
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bond,  bill,  note,  money,  property,  goods,  or  effects 
whatsoever,  to  any  creditor  or  creditors,  or  to  any  per* 
son  or  persons  in  trust  for,  or  to  or  for  the  use,  benefit, 
or  advantage  of  any  creditor  or  creditors,  every  such 
conveyance,  assignment,  transfer,  charge,  delivery,  and 
making  over,  shall  be  deemed,  and  is  hereby  declared 
to  be  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  the  provisional  or 
other  assignee  or  assignees  of  such  prisoner  appointed 
under  this  act :  provided  always,  that  no  such  convey- 
ance, assignment,  transfer,  charge,  delivery,  or  making 
over,  shall  be  so  deemed  fraudulent  and  void,  unless 
made  within  three  months  before  the  commencement  of 
such  imprisonment,  or  with  the  view  or  intention  by  the 
party  so  conveying,  assigning,  transferring,  charging, 
delivering,  or  making  over,  of  petitioning  the  said  court 
for  bis  or  her  discharge  from  custody  under  this  act.'' 

Harrison^  the  insolvent,  finding  his  affairs  embar- 
rassed, and  having  expressed  intentions  of  taking  the 
benefit  of  the  insolvent  debtors'  act,  called  his  creditors 
together  on  Friday^  the  5  th  of  January  1827,  at  Souths 
amptofij  and  gave  instructions  for  an  assignment  of  all 
his  property  to  trustees  in  trust  to  pay  his  creditors  at 
large  IO5.  in  the  pound. 

The  same  night  he  went  to  London^  and  on  Monday^ 
the  8th,  executed  a  warrant  of  attorney  to  his  brother- 
in-law,  the  Defendant,  to  secure  him  700/.  and  interest; 
the  Defendant  to  be  at  liberty  forthwith,  or  at  any  time 
thereafter  to  enter  judgment  and  issue  execution  for 
the  same. 

The  Defendant  entered  up  judgment  on  the  12tb| 
issued  execution  on  the  15th,  and  on  the  22d  bad  the 
whole  of  Harrison^s  goods  and  stock  appraised  to  him 
^t  39^/.  125. 

The  other  creditors  got  nothing;  and  one  of  them 
having  arrested  Harrison  on  the  7th  of  February^  he 

F  f  3  was 


1830; 


41« 


CASES  M  HILARY  TERM 


16S0« 


was  declafed  insolvent,  and  discharged  utdtr  the  stitoto 
the  22d  of  jSfcrrcA  in  that  year. 

The  PlaintifTs,  hid  assignees,  then  sought  to  reooTcr 
from  the  Defendant,  in  an  action  for  monej  had  and 
received,  the  money  which  came  to  his  hands  nndcr 
the  above  warrant  of  attorney,  and  at  the  last  HSff 
Chester  assizes  a  verdict  was  given  for  the  Piaintifiy 
ilndal  C.  J.,  before  whom  the  cause  was  tried,  directing 
the  jury  that  the  warrant  of  attorney  executed  by  Har^ 
tisM  was  Void  if  executed  witli  the  intention  of  petition* 
ing  the  Court  for  his  discharge  under  the  insolvfnl 
debtors'  act 


Meriwether  Seijt  obtained  a  rule  fUH  to  set  aside  tliii 
verdict  and  enter  a  nonsuit  instead,  on  the  ground  lliat 
the  execution  of  the  warrant  of  attorney  by  HarrisM 
was  not  a  transfer  of,  or  charge  upon  his  proper^ 
within  the  thirty-second  section  of  7  0. 4.  e.  57.  He 
relied  on  Doe  d*  Mitchinson  v.  Carter  {a)  i  where  a  lessee 
having  covenanted  not  ^*  to  let,  set,  assign,  transfer^ 
tnake  over,  barter,  exchange^  or  otherwise  part  with  the 
indenture,"  8tc.  with  a  proviso  that  the  landlord  might 
in  such  case  re-enter,  gave  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
confess  judgment,  on  which  the  lease  was  taken  in  exe- 
cution and  sold ;  and  it  was  holden  that  this  was  no  fat* 
feiture  of  the  lease ;  and  on  Thompson  v.  Freeman  {b\ 
where  the  defendant  upon  joining  with  a  bankrupt  as 
Surety  in  two  bonds,  having  received  a  counter  bond  of 
indemnity,  and  previous  to  the  bankruptcy,  before  the 
two  bonds  became  due  having  received  a  warrant  of 
attorney  to  confess  judgment  from  the  bankrupt,  and 
bating  taken  possession  of  goods  under  it,  it  was  held 
that  he  was  entitled  to  retain  them  against  the  assigneeSf 


(«)  ZT.R.  57, 


(b)  I  T.  R,  iss* 


though 
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though  the  two  bonds  were  not  discharged  by  him  till 
after  the  execution,  nor  had  the  obligees  then  threatened 
to  resort  to  him  for  payment 

Holtrird  v«  Anderson  (a)  was  also  cited,  to  shew  the 
validity  of  a  warrant  of  attorney  given  to  and  acted  on 
by  one  creditor  after  a  judgment  obtained  and  execution 
sued  out  by  another. 


issa 


Wilde  and  Bompas  Seijts.  shewed  cause.  The  jury 
haviog  found  that  this  warrant  of  attorney  was  given  in 
oontemplation  of  taking  advantage  of  the  insolvent 
debtors'  act,  the  instrument  is  void  at  common  law  a$ 
being  an  attempt  to  defeat  the  object  of  a  statute,  and 
any  critical  examination  of  the  lai^uage  of  the  statute 
becomes  unnecessary.  But  a  warrant  of  attorney  is  a 
secQrity  for  money  {Moty^s  v.  Ijeaie  (b)  within  the  mean- 
ing o(  the  act.  It  joperates  as  a  charge  upon  the  property 
of  the  person  giving  it ;  and  in  Miles  v.  Rawfyns  (c), 
LfOrd  JEOenborough  said  it  appeared  to  him  to  constitute  a 
debiium  in  pnesenti.  Then,  the  charge  being  voluntary, 
and  the  party  insolvent,  the  instrument  is  void  by  the 
express  language  of  the  act.  In  Thompson  v.  Freeman^ 
and  Hctbird  v.  Anderson^  there  was  neither  bankruptcy 
lK>r  insolvency,  nor  any  attempt  to  defeat  the  provisions 
of  a  statute.  And  in  a  subsequent  stage  of  the  case  of 
Hoe  V.  Carter  [d)^  where  the  Court  found  that  the  war- 
rant of  attorney  had  been  demanded  and  given  with  the 
express  intention  of  eluding  a  covenant  by  a  tenant  not 
to  assign  his  lease  without  the  consent  of  his  landlord^ 
they  held  the  instrument  to  be  void. 

Mereooether.  A  warrant  of  attorney  to  confess  judg- 
ment is  no  more  than  an  acquiescence  in  a  just  demand. 


(a)  5T.R.2SS' 

(6)  8  r.  1^411. 


Ff  4 


i 


c)  4  Bjp.  X96. 

d)  ST.  R.  300. 


and 
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and  cannot  be  esteemed  fraudulent  in  itself  especially  bb 
all  judgments,  are,  in  contemplation  of  law,  in  imntum* 
Lee  V.  Thurston,  {a)  Indeed,  the  Taliditj  of  such  in* 
strnments  under  certain  restrictions  is  recognised  by  the 
statute  3  G.  4.  r.  89.,  which  b  incorporated  into  the 
iosoUent  act  7  G.  4.  e.  51*  s.  35.  They  are  not,  there- 
fore, per  se  void  against  the  bankrupt  or  insolvent  sta* 
tutes,  and  the  jury  have  not  found  any  fraud  in  the 
present  case  as  they  did  in  effect  in  the  second  report  of 
Doe  V.  Carter.  The  transferring,  delivering,  or  making 
over  any  security  for  money  in  the  langui^  of  the 
thirty-second  section  of  7  G.  4.  r.  57*,  must  mean  the 
transfer  of  property  holden  by  way  of  security,  and  not 
the  original  act  of  giving  security ;  at  least  by  means  .of 
a  warrant  of  attorney:  otherwise  the  thirty-third  section, 
which  provides  for  the  case  of  warrants  of  attorney 
executed  within  twenty-one  days  of  the  insolvent's 
petition,  and  the  thirty-fourth,  which  impliedly  sane* 
tions  proceeding  on  warrants  of  attorney  previously  to 
the  imprisonment  of  the  insolvent,  would  have  been 
unnecessary :  and  if  it  had  been  intended  that  the 
insolvent  should,  under  whatever  circumstances,  be  pro* 
hibited  from  giving  a  warrant,  there  would  have  been 
an  express  enactment  to  that  effect  as  in  the  6  6. 4» 
c,  16.  5.  3.,  where  the  giving  a  warrant  of  attorney  to 
ciMifess  judgment  under  certain  circumstances,  is,  for 
the  first  time,  made  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

As  to  the  warrant  operating  as  a  charge,  it  is  the 
execution  only,  and  not  the  judgment  which  con* 
stitutes  any  charge  on  personal  estate  since  the  statute 
29  Car.  2. 


TiNDAL  C.J.     The  statute  on   which   this   argu- 
ment has  been  raised  was  passed  for  the  prevention  of 


{a)  1  Chit.  Rep.  7,67* 


fraud, 
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fraud,  and  ought  to  receive  a  large  and  liberal  construQ- 
tion.  The  question  here  is,  Whether  a  warrant  of 
jUtomey  given  for  the  express  purpose  of  entering  up 
judgment  in  four  days,  and  seizing  the  efiects  of  an  in- 
solvent to  the  detriment  of  his  creditors  at  large,  comes 
within  the  words  of  the  statute,  ^'  shall  voluntarily  con- 
vey, assign,  transfer,  charge,  deliver,  or  make  over  any 
estate  real  or  personal,  security  for  money,  bond,  bill, 
note,  money,  property,  goods,  or  effects  whatsoever." 

A  warrant  of  attorney  of  itself  perhaps  would. not; 
but  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case,  the  instrument 
was  given  as,  and  constituted  a  charge  «n,  the  property 
of  the  insolvent.  And  Doe  v.  Carter  makes  against  the 
Defendant,  for  when  the  intention  of  the  parties  had 
been  ascertained,  a  warrant  of  attorney  was  in  that  case 
holden  to  operate  as  an  assignment  of  a  lease.  The 
only  part  of  the  argument  on  which  I  have  felt  any 
pressure,  is  that  which  has  been  drawn  from  the  two 
clauses  of  the  act  specifically  relating  to  warrants  of 
attorney;  the  thirty-third  and  thirty-fourth:  but  those 
sections  relate  not  to  fraudulent  warrants  of  attorney, 
but  such  as  have  been  given  bondjide^  which  are  never- 
theless to  be  holden  void,  unless  filed  twenty-one  days 
before  the  insolvent's  petition,  and  executed  before  his 
imprisonment 


491^ 
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Sbaspb 
Thomas. 


Park  J.  The  distinction  taken  between  fraudulent 
warrants  of  attorney,  and  those  given  bond  Jide^  which 
are  recognized  by  the  act  under  certain  restrictions,  is 
well  founded ;  and  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  therefore, 
relieves  us  from  any  difiBculty.  In  Doe  v.  Carter^  the 
warrant  of  attorney  was  holden  to  be  fraudulent  when  it 
was  discovered  to  have  been  given  for  the  express  pur- 
pose of  defeating  a  covenant  in  a  lease ;  and  here,  the 
jury  have  found  that  the  warrant  was  given  with  the 

intention 


V 


4n 
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inCentioti  of  taking  the  benefit  of  the  insolvent  act,  dMit 
is  with  the  intention  of  defrauding  the  rest  of  the  eve* 
ditors ;  so  diat  the  judgment  obtained  falls  within  die 
observation  of  Lawrence  J.  in  Doe  v.  Carter  (a),  ^  How 
can  it  considered  to  be  m  inviiumj  when  it  is  stated  ibat 
die  warrant  of  attorney  was  executed  for  the  expratt 
purpose  of  getting  possession  of  the  lease^  which  coold 
Dot  otherwise  be  obtained,  and  that  the  tenant  oon- 
ourred  in  diat  intention?  The  parties  were  aware  tliat 
this  lease  could  not  be  directly  assigned  by  the  leasee  in 
satisfaction  of  his  debt;  and  therefore  they  agreed  to 
do  that  by  the  a[^)earance  of  an  adverse  judgment  which 

■ 

by  their  own  act  they  could  not  effect;  so  that  it  was  to 
appear  to  be  done  in  invUum  when  in  trudi  it  was  done 
voluntarily."  Here  die  Defendant  could  not  have  ob» 
tained  possession  of  the  insolvent's  efiects  but  by  means 
of  the  warrant  of  attorney ;  it  was  therefore  a  chai;ge  on 
his  property  within  the  meaning  of  the 
section  of  7  G.  4.  c.  57. 


Gaselee  J.  Upon  the  authority  of  Doe  v.  Cartet,  I 
consider  this  instrument  to  have  been  a  chaige  on  the 
property  of  the  insolvent  within  the  meaning  of  the 
thirty-second  section  of  7  Gf*  4.  c  57.  |  at  least  it  became 
so  when  acted  on,  and  it  was  intended  to  be  acted  oq 
within  four  days.  The  thirty-third  and  thirty-fourth 
sections  apply  to  warrants  of  attorney,  however  merito- 
rious, which  are  nevertheless  to  be  without  efiect  unkss 
filed  twenty-one  days  before  the  insolvent's  petition*- 

BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought 
to  be  discharged.  The  object  of  the  7  G.  4.  was  to  effect 
an  equal  distribution  of  the  insolvent's  property,  and  die 

(a)  ST.R.  joa. 


act 
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aot  ooght  to  be  flo  oonstnxed  as  to  gire  effect  to  that 
object  The  jury  in  this  case  have  found  that  the 
instrument  was  given  with  the  view  of  taking  the  benefit 
of  the  insolvent  debtors'  act,  and  according  to  that  find- 
ing the  object  of  it  must  have  been  to  give  a  fraudulent 
preference  to  a  particular  creditor*  Under  those  circum- 
stances it  was  a  charge  on  the  property  of  insolvent 
within  the  meaning  of  the  thirty-second  section  of  the 
act ;  and  when  the  effects  were  sold,  it  may  be  taken  to 
have  operated  as  an  assignment  according  to  the  prin- 
mple  established  in  Doe  v.  Carter* 

Rule  discharged. 


1880. 


Shabpb 

tr. 
Thomas* 


Barling  v.  Waters* 


Feh.  10. 


/^NE  of  the  bail  in  this  cause  swore  that  he  had  pro- 
perty in  the  fiinds,  and  the  other  that  he  had  paid 
tjam  amount  of  a  judgment  against  him  in  the  palace 
ootnrt. 

Merewether  Serjt.^  upon  affidavits  which  shewed  that 
tbeie  and  many  other  statements  made  fay  the  bail  were 
fidse,  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  quash  the  rule  for  the 
allowance  of  bail,  and  to  detain  the  Defendant,  then 
in  the  custody  of  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex  for  another 
cause* 

Upon  affidavit  of  service  of  this  rule  upon  the  Dd« 
fondant  and  both  of  the  bail,  and  of  an  order  for  the 
bail  to  attend  the  courts 

Per  Curiam.  No  cause  being  shewn,  we  order  the 
allowance  of  bail  to  be  discharged^  but  we  cannot  make 

absolute 


AHowmce  of 
bail  dischii^ged 
on  affidavit  of 
perjury  by 
bail  uncontra- 
dicted. 

Detainer 
against  princi- 
pal in  custodyt 
refuted. 


4A4  GASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 

1S80.  absolute  the  latter  part  of  the  rale,  the  bail  not  being* 

^-'   '  before  us,  and  knowledge  of  their  misconduct  not  being 

V.  brought  home  to  the  Defendant. 
Waters. 


^^^  lo-  HOULDEN  V^  FaSSOK. 

Writ  return-      TJ/ILDE  Seijt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the 
able  the  3d  of    '^  '^    _  .        j   .     .t  .  1      t    -i  t       :•      1 

November  in-  "^^^  ^^*  '^^^^  ^"  ^his  cause ;   the  bail  bond  taken 

•tetd  of  <*  the    thereon ;  the  assignment  of  the  bail-bond,  and  all  subse- 
'^fTTr  it       quent  proceedings,  for  irregularity,  with  costs, 
quashed  for  The  irregularity  was,  that  by  mistake  the  writ  had 

"«8"^*n^7-       been  made  returnable  on  "  the  Sd  of  November^*'  instead 

of  the  usual  return,  ^<  the  morrow  of  All  Souls  ;*^  a  mis- 
take which  the  Plaintiff  prayed  leave  of  this  court  last 
term  to  amend,  but  was  refused. 

I 

Merewether  Seijt  shewed  cause.    Although  the  statute 
of  24  G.  2.  r.  48.  5.  7.  requires  the  writ  to  be  returnable 
on  '^  the  morrow  of  All  SotdSf**  that  is,  the  day  of  the 
^  morrow  of  All  SoulSy  which  this  writ  was,  it  does  not  in 

terms  require  to  be  returnable  on  that  day  by  that  par- 
ticular description.  And,  although  the  practice  has 
been  to  use  that  description  of  the  day,  stiH  the  Court 
ought  (as  they  have  done  in  some  cases),  to  look  at  the 
substance  and  not  the  form,  and  support  the  writ,  which, 
in  truth,  appears  to  be  returnable  on  the  proper  day. 
If  the  writ  be  described  in  the  declaration  on  the  bail- 
bond  as  returnable  *'  on  the  morrow  of  All  Souls/*  to 
wit,  the  3d  day  of  November^  the  statute  is  complied 
with  by  such  an  allegation :  and  when  the  writ  is  pro- 
duced to  prove  that  allegation,  there  can  be  no  variance. 
In  all  the  cases  in  which  a  writ  has  been  set  aside  for 

being 
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being  returnable  on  a  day  certain  instead  of  a  general  1830. 
return  day^  the  day  certain  has  not  been  the  identical 
day  of  the  general  return.  Miles  v.  Bond  {a\  Inman  v. 
Huish  (i),  Walker  v.  Hawkq/  (c),  Crofts  v.  Stockley  {d\ 
Johnson  v.  DobelL  {e)  On  serviceable  process,  the  party 
is  obliged  by  statute  to  indorse  the  actual  day  of  the 
month ;  and  the  object  of  the  legislature  was  to  render 
the  process  thereby  more  intelligible.  [Pari  J.  The 
legislature  by  requiring  the  day  of  the  month  to  be  in- 
dorsed, shew  that  they  considered  it  something  different 
from  the  old  legal  style  of  the  day,  which,  but  for  such 
enactment,  the  party  must  have  employed,]  Tl^  sta-« 
tute  compels  him  to  use  the  new  appellation ;  before,  he 
was  at  liberty  to  employ  the  new  or  the  old. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  These  common  returns  have  been 
hibded  down  from  time  immemorial,  and  it  is  singular 
we  should  now  be  called  on  to  make  alterations  and 
permit  a  party  to  frame  writs  of  his  own. 

Rule  absolute. 


(a)  1  Str,  399*  {d)  $  Bingb.  3». 

(b)  %N.R.  133.  {e)  I  Mo.  ^  P.  %%. 

(c)  5  Tatmt.  853. 
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18S0. 


Feh.10.        Sawbridge,  Demandant;   Jetes,  Tenant; 

Faesoms  and  Four  Others^  Vouchees, 

Recovery  al-  C\^  ^^  motion  of  Peake  Serjt^  and  an  affidavit  thiit 
lowed  to  pasif         ^^  vouchees  lived  in  different  parts  of  the  country. 

although  the  ^ 

warrant  of  die  Court  allowed  this  recovery  to  pass  and  be  re- 
ievcrai  voo^  corded  as  of  this  term,  notwithstanding  the  warrants  nf 
•eparate  piecea  attorpey,  which  were  joint  and  several,  were  on  two 
of  patchment.  separate  pieces  of  parchment.    Three  commissioners 

residing  in  different  places  were  named  in  the  dedimuM 

potesUUem. 

Peake  mentioned  Bdch  y«  Phelps  (a),  which  seemed 
against  his  application,  but  added,  that  the  Court  had* 
on  his  motion,  done  the  same  thing  last  year*  Sqwate 
warrants  being  allowed  in  real  proceedings,  it  was  not 
easy  to  see  why  they  should  be  objected  to  in  ficdtious. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  dedimus  is  addressed  to  commis- 
sioners residing  in  different  places,  and  they,  for  con- 
venience, take  the  warrants  on  separate  parchments.  I 
see  no  objection  on  principle. 

Fiat 

{a)  3  B.^  P.  366. 
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isdo. 


Charleton  and  Another  v.  Morris  and  Feb.io. 

Beavan,  Bail  of  Greenaway. 

nrHE  bail  in  this  cause  consented  to  a  cognovit  being  «f]j^  f,^  ^^^^ 
given  '*  upon  such  terms  as  might  be  agreed  on  tented  to  the 
between    the   Plaintiff  and  Defendant;*'    whereupon  ^«f«n^««'« 

'  r        giving  a  eog» 

Greenaway  gave  a  cognovit  on  the  5th  of  February  1829^  novit  on  such 

under  which  he  was  to  pay  a  portion  of  the  costs  on  the  ^^"°*  "  ^f 

5th  of  March  then  next,  and  the  residue,  with  the  debt  f^^  ^^^ 

and  interest,  in  Mayt  and  if  default  were  made  in  either  Plaintiff.    A 

of  such  payments,  the  Plaintifi  were  to  be  at  liber^  to  ^^^^/*  ^ 
*^  -f  ^  J        then  giTen  in 

sign  judgment,  and  proceed  thereupon  as  they  might  be  February  to 
advised.  P*y  "» -*%* 

The  debt  was  not  paid,  and  some  negotiation  took  ^„  gia^  -^ 
plaee  between  the  Plaindfis  and  Greewrmnfs  attomies  ^^j*  the  De- 
fost  further  time ;  but,  the  negotiation  proving  fruitless,  ^f "  d°b"t^ 
judgment  was  signed  against  Greenaway  on  the  ISth  of  vain,  till  June 

_       ,  ,      ^  _  .        ^  The  bail 

On  the  80tn  of  June  a  ca.  sa.  agamst  Greenaway  was  having  been 

1^  in  the  secondary's  oflice,  to  be  returned  non  est  proceeded^ 

inventus.    On  the  27th  of  October  and  ISth  of  November  l^ff*™  T  »*^ 

out  any  notice 

two  writs  of  scire  facias  against  the  bail  were  left  at  the  of  this  negoti- 

offioe  of  the  sheriff  of  Middlesex^  with  orders  to  be  *'*®P/  *•  P^ 

ceedingt  were 
returned  nihiL    Judgment  was  signed  against  the  bail  ^et  andel 

on  the  26th  of  Naoember, 

Of  these  proceedings  the  bail  deposed  they  had  no 
notice,  till  on  the  21st  of  December  last  Morris  was 
informed  that  a  writ  of  execution  had  been  issued 
against  him  for  the  amount  of  the  debt  due  from  Greene 
away  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

On  the  22d  of  December  (up  to  which  time  the  writs 
of  sci.fa.  had  not  been  filed  at  the  custos  brevium  office) 

the 


ASS 
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1830.        the  bail  took  Greenaway  into  custody,  and  detained  him 

J-^"  "^       in  order  to  surrender  him  in  discharfire  of  themselves ; 
Charlbton  "^ 

9.  and,  as  they  deposed,  could  have  done  so  at  any  time 

Morris.      upon  receiving  intimation  of  the  Plaintiffs'  intention  to 
proceed. 

Wilde  Serjt,  under  these  circumstances,  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  two  writs  of  scire  JaeiaSf  and 
the  judgment  signed  thereon.  He  relied  on  Qift  v. 
Qy^  {^)f  where  a  plaiutifi,  with  the  consent  of  the  bail 
to  the  sheriff,  having  taken  a  cognovit^  with  a  stay  of 
execution  for  a  month,  it  was  held^  that  although  the 
bail  continued  liable,  the  debt  not  having  been  paid,  yet 
the  plaintiff  could  not  take  proceedings  against  them 
without  ginng  tliem  notice  that  the  cognovit  was  un- 
satisfied. 


Tadcbf  and  Andrews  Seijts.  shewed  cause.  Clift  v.  Gye 
was  a  case  of  bail  to  the  sheriff,  and  does  not  apply  in  the 
case  of  bail  above,  who,  after  consenting  to  a  cqgnavii 
on  such  terms  as  their  principal  should  agree  to,  were 
liable  at  any  time,  as  much  as  if  no  such  cognovit  bad 
been  given.  After  such  a  concession,  they  were  bound 
to  search  for  the  Plainti£&'  proceedings,  and  cannot 
complain  of  want  of  notice. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  rule  must  be  made  absolute.  If 
the  agreement  had  been  that  the  bail  would  •consent  to 
any  terms  their  principal  might  make  then  or  after- 
wards, the  case  might  have  been  different ;  though  even 
then  it  would  seem  to  fall  witlnn  the  principle  of  that 
which  has  been  cited.  But  all  the  bail  agree  to  here  is, 
a  cognovit  upon  such  terms  as  their  principal  should 
obtain  ;  that  is,  upon  executing  the  cognovit.    If  there 


(a)  ^B.isfC.4%2* 


were 
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were  subsequent  negotialions,  the  bail  should  at  least        1890. 
have  been  informed  that  they  were  at  an  end  before  the         ~  ^ 
Plaintiff  proceeded  against  them.  v. 


MORRU. 


Park  J.  In  Cli/i  v.  Ch/e  the  defendant  was  to  have 
time  for  a  month ;  the  responsibility  of  the  bail  there 
was,  to  perfect  special  bail ;  but  though  time  was  given 
for  a  month,  Lord  Tenterden  held  they  could  not  be 
chai^ged  till  notice  was  given  that  the  cognovit  was 
unsatbfied. 

Gaselee  J.  This  Court  has  repeatedly  expressed 
its  displeasure  at  the  practice  of  returning  two  nihils  to 
a  scire faciasy  and  then  proceeding  without  notice  to  the 
opposite  party.  The  justice  of  the  case  is,  that  the  bail 
should  have  notice  before  they  are  called  on  in  respect 
of  their  principal. 

BosANQUET  J.  concurring,  the  rule  was  made 

Absolute. 


Barnard  M^Crandjle  v.  Barwise  and  Warry.      ^<f^*  «<>• 


JDARNARD  M'CRANDLE  being  ill   and  in  bed,  Defendant 

was,  on  the  17th  My  1824,  arrested  on  a  ca.  sa.  at  *°**  Plaintiff 
^        ■  ^  by  fnistake, 

the  suit  of  Barwise^  as  the  bail  of  one  Elizabeth  Meeke^  under  a  bail 

whom  Barwise  had  sued  in  the  King's  Bench  for  a  sum  recognizance, 

c  t  A  ti  entered  into 

^*^^*^^-  by  a  person  of 

M^CrandU  had  never  become  bail  for  Mrs.  Meekcy  the  same 

name»  and 
upon  discovering  the  mistake*  discharged  him  after  some  little  delay;  Defendant 
having  then  pleaded  the  recognizance  in  bar  to  an  action  of  trespass  brought  by  the 
Plaintiff  for  the  imprisonmeoty  the  Court  refused  to  strike  out  the  plea. 

Vol.  VI.  G  g  nor 


«so 
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MCramdlx 

BARWI8B. 


nor  had  he  ever  seen  or  heard  of  her ;  and  when  he  was 
confronted  with  the  clerk  of  Warry^  Banms^s  attorney^ 
who  had  seen  Meek^s  bail  justify,  the  clerk  instantly 
declared  that  he  was  not  the  man  who  had  justified  bail 
under  the  name  of  Barnard  M^Crandle. 

Upon  the  clerk's  joining  M^Crandle  in  an  affidavit  to 
this  efi*ect,  Warry^  on  the  13th  of  August^  promised 
to  see  his  client  Barwise  immediately,  and  liberate 
WCrandle. 

M^CrandlCi  however,  continued  in  custody,  till,  on  the 
26th  of  August  J  the  matter  was  laid  before  Lord  Chief 
Justice  Abbott  J  when,  oy  consent  of  Warry^  he  was  dis- 
charged out  of  custody. 

In  August  1828  M^Crandle  commenced  the  present 
action  for  trespass  and  false  imprisonment. 

The  Defendants,  after  the  general  issue,  pleaded, 
secondly,  by  way  of  justification,  that  the  Plaintiff  had^ 
together  with  one  Pelham  Hollisj  acknowledged  a  recog« 
nizance  of  bail  in  the  action  against  Mrs.  Meeke^  upon 
which  the  ca.  sa.  against  him  had  issued,  and  that  the 
recognizance  was  now  remaining  on  the  file  of  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench. 

M^Crandle  being  advised  that  he  could  not  safely 
reply  to  this  plea,  obtained  leave  to  postpone  putting  in 
his  replication  till  an  application  should  have  been  made 
to  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  on  the  subject  of  this 
recognizance. 

A  rule  nisi  was  accordingly  obtained  in  that  Court  for 
cancelling  the  recognizance ;  but  upon  cause  being  shewn, 
Bayley  J.  and  Littledale  J.,  the  only  Judges  present,  dis^ 
charged  the  rule  in  Michaelmas  term  last,  and  intimated 
that  the  Plaintiff  might  reply  safely,  notwithstanding  the 


recognizance. 


Upon  affidavit  of  these  circumstances, 
Adams  Serjt.,  in  this  term,  obtained  a  rule  calling  on 
the  Defendants  to  shew  cause  why  their  second  plea 

should 
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should  not  be  struck  out,  and  the  Plaintiff  have  further 
time  to  reply.  He  moved  this  on  the  ground  that  the 
plea  was  false  within  their  own  knowledge,  their  con- 
duct amounting  to  an  admission  that  they  had  no  right 
to  detain  the  Plaintiff  from  the  13th  o(  August^  when  the 
mistake  tliey  had  made  was  acknowledged  and  liberation 
promised,  to  the  26th  of  August,  when  the  Plaintiff  was 
discharged  by  the  judge. 

Wilde  Serjt,  (and  Peake  Serjt.  with  him,)  were  to 
have  shewn  cause,  but  the  C!ourt  called  on 

Adams  to  support  his  rule.  Unless  this  rule  be  made 
absolute,  the  Plaintiff  is  without  redress;  he  cannot 
deny  the  existence  of  the  recognizance,  and  it  is  not 
allowable  to  falsify  the  record  by  saying  that  the  persons 
named  in  it,  or  either  of  them,  did  not  become  bail  for 
Mrs.  Meeke.  iTtndal  C.  J.  Why  cannot  the  Plaintiff 
reply  that  he  is  not  the  Barnard  M^Crandle  named  in 
that  record.]  It  is  doubtful  whether  such  a  replication 
would  be  good  on  ^emurrer.  But  the  plea  is  false 
within  the  knowledge  of  the  Defendants,  and  where 
that  is  the  case  the  Court  will  strike  it  out.  In 
Chilly  v.  The  Bishop  of  Exeter  («),  Best  C.  J.  laid  it 
down  as  a  principle,  that  pleas  ought  to  be  true; 
and  upon  the  Court's  striking  out  several  impertinent 
pleas.  Borough  J.  said,  ^^  I  am  happy  at  this  opportunity 
of  giving  a  death-blow  to  a  practice  which  has  im- 
properly prevailed  for  many  years,  and  which  I  have 
long  discountenanced."  In  Whale  v.  Lenny  [b)',  the 
Court  refused  to  permit  a  defendant  to  plead  incon- 
sistent defences ;  and  here  the  plea,  that  the  Defendants 
took  the  Raintiff  by  virtue  of  his  recognizance,  is  in- 
consistent with  their  admission  that  he  is  not  the  person 
named  in  the  recognizance. 


rsso. 


M«CRAKDLt 

Barwisb. 


(a)  5  Bingb.  4S. 


Gg  2 


(3)  5  ^ifg^  z^* 


TiNDAL 


MCrandle 
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1880.  TiNDAL  C.  J.     In  this  case  a  rule  has  been  obtained, 

calling  on  the  Defendants  to  shew  cause  why  their  second 
plea  should  not  be  struck  out,  and  why  the  Plaintiff 
Baewisx.  should  not  have  further  time  to  reply.  It  appears  that 
the  facts  alleged  in  the  second  plea,  are  facts  on  which 
the  Defendants  rely,  and  I  am  aware  of  no  authority 
which  would  justify  us  in  depriving  them  of  that  defence. 
It  might  have  been  a  different  question  if  the  alleged 
inconsistency  of  the  defence  had  been  brought  to  oar 
notice  upon  the  rule  to  plead  several  matters,  as  it 
was  in  the  case  of  Gidly  v.  The  Bishop  of  Exeter  {a)  i 
but,  however  we  may  regret  that  the  Plaintiff  should 
be  put  to  difficulties  in  his  reply,  we  cannot  now  in- 
terfere. It  may  be  worth  while,  however,  for  him  to 
consider,  whether  he  may  not  be  mistaken  in  that  view 
of  his  case,  and,  whether,  at  all  events,  an  action  on  the 
case  would  not  lie  against  the  Defendants  for  keeping 
him  in  prison  after  they  knew  he  was  not  the  person 
named  in  the  recognizance. 

Park  J.  concurred. 

Gaselee  J.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  upon  this  rule  we 
cannot  act.  In  Gully  v.  The  Bishop  of  Exeter^  the 
motion  was  to  discharge  the  rule  for  pleading  several 
mntte/s.  Where  a  plea  is  false  on  the  face  of  it,  the 
Court  has  sometimes  treated  it  as  a  nullity.  (5)  But  the 
present  is  clearly  not  a  sham  plea. 

BosANQUET  J.  concurring,  the  rule  was 

Dischai^ged. 

Adams  then  applied  for  a  rule  nisi  to  rescind  the  rule 
for  pleading  several  matters,  but  the  Court  refused  it, 
saying,  that  the  rule  had  not  been  abused  as  in  GvUy  v. 
The  Bishop  of  Exeter. 

(a)  4 Bimgb. s%S*  (^)  See  Lamb  v.  Prath  iD.l^fR, 577. 
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TNTERLOCUTORY  judgment  in  an  action  of  tres-  Where  a  orate 

pass  on  the  case,  in  the  county  court  of  Yorkshire^  T^"  removed 

had  been  signed  against  the  Defendant  in  October  last  rior  court  after 

for  want  of  a  plea,  and  the  cause  was  set  down  for  en-  interlocutory 

qairy  on  the  18  th  of  November^  but  a  day  or  two  pre^  before  enquiry 

ceding,  the  Defendant  removed  it  by  writ  of  pone  into  the  Court  re- 

thisCk)urt.  fused  to  a^ 

a  procedendo. 

Jones  Seijt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  writ  of  pro* 
cedendOf  on  the  ground  that  the  pone  was  too  late  after 
judgment  by  default.  He  cited  the  language  of  Hoi"  , 
royd  J.  in  Walker  v.  Gann  (a),  that  *'  it  was  a  sound 
and  wholesome  general  rule,  that  a  cause  should  not  be 
removed  from  an  inferior  jurisdiction  after  judgment 
had  been  signed  there,  and  that  the  rule  was  particularly 
applicable  where  the  defendant  suffered  judgment  by 
de&ult." 

Cross  Serjt.  who  shewed  cause,  relied  on  Bevan  y. 
Prothcsk{b\  where  the  C!ourt  held  that  the  delivery  of 
a  re.  fa.  lo.  to  the  clerk  of  a  county  court  after  inter- 
locutory judgment,  and  before  final  judgment,  is  a  stop 
to  all  further  proceedings  in  that  court.  He  also  re- 
ferred to  Attenborough  v.  Hardy  (^),  and  Lee  v.  Good' 
lad{d\  where  the  proceedings  were  removed  after 
interlocutory  judgment,  and  it  was  never  objected  that 
the  removal  was  too  late. 


{a)  iD.l^R.  769.  (e)  aD.I^R. 36a. 

(b)  %  Burr.  11$!.  \d)  4D.bfR.  350. 

G  g  8  Jones. 
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Jones.  Although  the  pone  may  stop  proceedings,  it 
is  competent  to  the  superior  court,  upon  investigation, 
to  award  a  procedendo.  In  Attenborough  v.  Hardy ^  and 
Ijee  V.  Goodlady  the  question  was  not  raised;  but  IValker 
y.  Gann  is  later,  and  in  point 


TiNDAL  C.J.  This  rule  must  be  discharged.  The 
case  of  Walker  v.  Gann  does  not  apply ;  for  there,  not 
only  had  judgment  been  suffered  by  default,  but  a  jory 
had  found  damages  upon  inquiry,  so  that  nothing  re- 
mained but  the  mere  form  of  final  judgment  la  the 
present  case,  there  has  been  no  inquiry  by  a  jury.  Cox 
V.  Haii  (a)  is  in  point ;  there,  a  procedendo  was  refused 
after  interlocutory,  and  before  final  judgment,  although 
the  plaintiff  had  gone  the  length  of  giving  notice  of 
executing  a  writ  of  inquiry. 

Park  J.  In  Walker  v.  Gann  the  verdict  had  aetually 
been  given,  and  nothing  remained  to  be  done  bat  a 
mere  formal  entry.     Cox  v.  Hart  is  decisive. 

>  Gaselee  J.  In  Cox  v.  Hart^  the  practice  is  stated 
to  be  to  allow  the  habeas  corpus^  provided  it  be  delivered 
at  any  time  before  the  jury  is  sworn,  and  that  accords 
with  the  statute  43  Elizn  c.  5. 


Bosanquet  J.  concurred,  and  the  rule  was 

Dischai^ged. 

{a)  %  Burr.  758. 
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Shepherd  and  Others  v.  Bishop  of  Chester        Feb.  ii. 

and  Others. 

rjUARE  impedit.     By  the  first  count  the  Plaintiflfs,  x.  Plaintiflfi, 
^^  as  the  majoi"  part  of  the  owners  of  messuages,  &c.  **  ^^^^  in 
charged  with  the  payment  of  yearly  sums  for  the  repair  a  chapelry» 
of  Grayrigg  chapel  in  Lancashire^  and  the  support  of  ^^S^  *  "8°* 
the  licensed  curate  performing  divine  service  therein,  ^jxTzttt  in  vip- 
claimed  the  right  of  nominating  a  curate  for  the  said  tue  of  their 
chapel,  and   of  presenting  him   to   the   bishop   to  be     *"^«jfoi. 
licensed.  the  repair  of 

By  a  second  count  they  claimed  a  right  to  nominate  ^1»«^*P«1' 
and  elect  the  curate,  and  to  present  him  to  the  vicar  of  being»  that  the 
the  parish  for  the  time  being  for  the  approval  of  such  chapel  was  re- 
Ticar,  to  be  by  such  vicar  presented  to  the  bishop  to  be  Sl^TOor-rate. 
Kcensed.  Held,  that  the 

By  a  third  and  fourth  counts  the  same  riirhts  were  *^l«g*tion  wat 
.  .       J    ^         ,  r  •:  •         ^     "<^'  sustained. 

claimed   tor  the  owners   oi  messuages;    omitting  the       ^^  where 
qualification  of  the  major  part.  the  point  is 

The  Defendants  first  took  issue  on  the  right  in  the  ^"^  nonsuit 
first  count,  generally ;  and,  secondly,  on  the  allegation  may  be  en- 

that  the  Plaintiffs  were  the  major  part  of  the  owners  of  ^^^  ®P  """^ 

•*       '  found  for  the 

messuages.  Plaintiff,  not- 

Thirdly,  they  took  issue  on  the  right  as  alleged  in  the  withstanding 
second  count  generally  ;  fourthly,  on  the  allegation,  that  *  ^^  ^^^ 
the  Plaintiffs  were  the  major  part  of  the  owners  of  mes-  record  found 
suages  entitled  to  the  right  as  alleged  in  that  count ;  C®*^  !^* 
and,  fifthly,  on   the  allegation,  that  the  Plaintiffs  had 
presented  to  the  vicar  for  his  approbation. 

Similar  issues  were  joined  on  the  third  and  fourth 
ooonts. 

J  G  g  4  At 
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Bithop  of 
Chester. 


At  the  trial  before  Littledale  J.  last  Lancaster  assizes, 
the  two  first  issues  were  found  for  the  Defendants ;  the 
third  and  fourth  for  the  Plaintiffs,  and  the  fifth  was 
abandoned. 

The  right  being  alleged  in  such  as  contributed  to  the 
repairs  of  the  chapel  and  to  the  support  of  the  curate^ 
and  the  evidence  tending  to  shew  that  the  repairs  of  the 
chapel  were  paid,  not  by  individuals,  but  out  of  the  poor- 
rate,  it  was  contended  that  the  variance  was  fatal ;  and 
upon  that  and  other  a]lege<l  insufficiency  of  proof^  leave 
was  given  to  the  Defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit 
on  the  issues  found  for  the  Plaintiffs,  or  to  amend  the 
posted  by  entering  a  discharge  of  the  jury  on  those  issues, 
as  being  immaterial  after  the  issues  found  for  the  Defend- 
ants, and  the  abandonment  of  the  fifth  issue. 


Wilde  Serjt  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  that  eflkct, 

Jones  Seijt,  who  shewed  cause,  contended,  first,  that 
the  two  issues  found  for  the  Plaintiffs  were  not  immate- 
rial ;  for,  though  the  Plaintiffs  had  on  the  present  occa* 
sion  abandoned  the  fifth  issue  touching  presentation  to 
the.  vicar  for  ^approval,  they  might  at  another  time  be  in 
a  condition  to  prove  it,  and  then  the  verdict  found  for 
them  on  the  issue  shewing  their  right  to  appoint  the 
curate,  subject  to  such  presentation,  would  be  most 
material. 

Secondly,  the  jury  could  not  be  discharged  without 
the  consent  of  the  Plaintiffs  given  at  the  trial ;  andf 

Thirdly,  that  a  nonsuit  could  not  be  entered  afler  a 
verdict  had  been  found  for  the  Defendants  on  any 
issue. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  That  verdict  was  found  subject  to 
leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  the  issues  found  for 
the  Plaintiffs,  in  which  condition  the  Plaintiff's  counsd 

ac^- 
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acquiesced.  If  the  verdict  had  been  for  the  Defendants 
generally,  the  result  might  have  been  different ;  but  it 
was  found  on  one  count  only,  a|id  the  PlaintiflTs  them- 
selves have  occasioned  tlie  difficulty,  which  could  not 
have  arisen  in  the  old  way  of  pleading,  when  the  Plain- 
tiff in  quare  impedit  was  not  allowed  to  have  more  than 
one  count  The  evidence  appeared  to  the  learned  Judge 
who  tried  the  cause  insufficient  to  support  the  count 
found  in  favour  of  the  Plaintiffs ;  it  appears  so  also  to 
us;  and  it  is  but  just  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  waive 
that  verdict,  and  that  a  nonsuit  should  be  entered. 

The  rest  of  the  C!ourt  concurred,  and  the  rule  was 
made 

Absolute. 


1830. 


SBEPaXRD 

Bishop  of 
Chsbtkr. 


GrYMES  V.  BOWEREN. 


M.  IX. 


/^ASE  for  injury  to  the  reversion.  At  the  trial  before 
Garraw  B.,  at  the  last  Norfolk  assizes,  it  appeared 
that  the  Defendant,  who  occupied  as  tenant  from  year  to 
year  certain  premises  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff,  had,  at 
his  own  expense,  erected  on  the  premises  a  pump,  which 
he  took  away  when  he  quitted  them. 

The  pump  was  attached  to  a  stout  perpendicular 
plank;  this  plank  rested  on  the  ground  at  one  end,  and 
at  the  other  was  fastened  by  an  iron  bolt  or  pin  to  an 
adjacent  wall,  from  which  it  was  distant  about  four 
inches.  The  pin,  which  had  a  head  at  one  end  and  a 
screw  at  the  other,  passed  entirely  through  the  wall. 

The  tube  of  the  pump  passed  through  a  brick  flooring 
into  a  well  beneath.    This  well  had  originally  been  open, 

bat 


A  pnmp 
erected  by  a 
tenant  duriqg 
hit  termi  ind 

rery  fUghtly 
affixed  to  the 
freehold»  b 
movable  as  a 
tenant's  fix- 
ture. 


4M 


CASES  IN  HILARY  TERM 


183a 


but  the  Defendant  had  arched  it  over  when  he  erected 
the  pump;  and,  in  withdrawing  the  tube^  four  or  five  of 
the  floor  bricks  were  displaced,  but  the  iron  pin  which 
attached  the  perpendicular  plank  to  the  wall  was  left  in 
the  wall  when  the  pknk  was  removed. 

Under  the  directicm  of  the  learned  Baron,  (wbo 
thought  the  pump  parcel  of  the  freehold,  inasmuch  aa 
it  could  not  have  been  the  subject  of  larceny  at  common 
law,)  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  damages 
4d.f  with  leave  for  the  Defendant  to  move  to  enter  • 
nonsuit. 


Wilde  Serjt.  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly. 

Storks  Serjt.  now  shewed  cause.  The  general  rule  is, 
that  what  is  fixed  to  the  freehold  cannot  be  removed 
by  the  tenant  without  incumng  the  consequences  of 
waste.  The  exceptions  to  this  rule  have  been  carefully 
enumerated  by  Lord  Ellenborough  in  Elwes  v.  Maw{a\ 
and,  as  between  landlord  and  tenant,  seem  resolvable 
into  utensils  set  up  in  relation  to  trade,  and  matters  of 
ornament,  as  marble  chimney  pieces,  pier  glasses,  and 
the  like ;  and  the  pump  in  question  does  not  &11  wichin 
either  of  those  descriptions.  A  greenhouse^  which  has 
been  deemed  removable  when  erected  by  a  nurseryman 
for  the  purpose  of  bis  trade,  j(per  Lord  Kenyan  in  PenUm 
V.  Robart  (i),  yet  in  ordinary  cases  has  been  held  irre^ 
movable.     Buckland  v.  ButteijieUU  (c) 

Wilde*  As  between  landlord  and  tenant,  the  rule 
with  regard  to  fixtures  is  less  rigid  than  as  between 
persons  standing  in  any  other  relation ;  and  custom  baa 
introduced  another  exception.    Articles  of  general  utility 


(<i)  3  EasU  50.  (^)  %  Eajt,  88. 


(c)  2B.&B.S4- 

and 
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and  domestic  convenience  (a)  affixed  during  the  term, 
have  always  been  hoiden  to  belong  to  the  tenant,  and 
are  eitlier  taken  away  or  valued  as  between  bim  and 
the  incoming  tenant,  upon  the  determination  of  the  term. 
Such  articles  are,  coppers,  ovens,  grates,  and  the  like. 
No  doubt  a  pump  might  be  so  imbedded  in  the  free- 
hold as  to  render  its  removal  improper;  but  if  it  be  so 
slightly  fixed  as  the  pump  in  question,  and  can  be 
moved  entire,  it  falls  within  the  exception  of  articles 
for  domestic  convenience.  If  this  were  a  landlord'ti 
fixture,  the  tenant  might  be  precluded  from  removing 
even  a  harometer  attached  to  a  wall  by  a  nail. 

Suppose  the  well  had  been  deep,  and  it  had  been 
found  convenient  to  draw  the  water  by  means  of  a  steam- 
^igine,  would  the  landlord  have  been  entitled  to  retain 
the  engine  ? 


1830. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  is  difficult  to  draw  any  very  general 
and  at  the  same  time  precise  and  accurate  rule  on  this 
subject;  for  we  must  be  guided  in  a  great  decree  by  the 
circumstances  of  each  case,  the  nature  of  the  article^ 
and  the  mode  in  which  it  is  fixed.  The  pump,  as  it  is 
described  to  have  been  fixed  in  this  case,  appears  to  me 
to  fiill  within  the  class  of  removable  fixtures.  The  rule 
has  always  been  more  relaxed  as  between  landlord  and 
tenant,  than  as  between  persons  standing  in  other  re- 
lations. It  has  been  hoiden  that  stoves  are  removable 
during  the  term;  grates,  ornamental  chimney  pieces, 
wainscots  fastened  with  screws,  coppers,  and  various 
other  articles :  and  the  circumstance  that,  upon  a  change 
of  occupiers,  articles  of  this  sort  are  usually  allowed  by 
landlords  to  be  paid  for  by  the  incoming  to  the  out- 
going t^aant,  is  confirmatory  of  this  view  of  the 
question. 

(tf)  See  Amos  on  Fixtures f  where  all  the  cases  are  collected. 

Looking 
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Looking  at  the  &cts  of  this  case;  considering  that  the 
article  in  dispute  was  one  of  domestic  convenience;  that 
it  was  slightly  fixed;  was  erected  by  the  tenant;  could 
be  moved  entire ;  and  that  the  question  is  between  the 
tenant  and  his  landlord;  I  think  the  rule  should  be 
made  absolute. 


Park  J.  The  rules  witli  regard  to  property  of  this 
description  vary  according  to  the  relation  in  which 
parties  stand  towards  each  other.  The  rule  as  between 
heir  and  executor  is  more  strict  than  as  between  land- 
lord and  tenant,  and  even  as  between  landlord  and 
tenant  it  has  been  relaxed  in  modem  times;  for  in  ZtOtD- 
tmi  V.  Lcemton  (a)  Lord  Hardwicke  held,  that  wainscot 
might  be  removed  by  the  tenant,  although  it  would  have 
been  waste  to  have  removed  it  in  the  time  of  Hen.  7. 

Perhaps  we  ought  not  to  look  with  too  much  nicety 
as  to  the  mode  in  which  articles  are  fixed,  when  it  has 
been  holden  that  the  tenant  may  remove  ovens,  coppers, 
and  the  like%  The  present  case,  however,  is  clearly  dis- 
tinguishable from  Buckland  v.  Butterfieldj  where  a  con- 
servatory was  deeply  fixed  in  the  soil,  and  formed  part 
of  the  house  to  which  it  was  attached ;  and,  however  I 
may  regret  it,  seeing  that  the  value  in  dispute  is  so 
small,  I  am  compelled  to  say  that  the  verdict  which  has 
been  given  is  wrong. 

« 

Gaselee  J.  concurred. 


BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  pump  was 
removable  by  the  tenant.  Whether  property  of -this 
kind  be  removable  or  not,  depends  in  some  degree  on 
the  relation  between  the  parties:  and  in  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant  the  rule  is  less  strict  than  in  others : 

(a)  3  Jtk^  13. 
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it  is  more  so  as  between  heir  and  executor,  and  as  be- 
tween executor  and  remainder-man.  My  apprehension 
has  been  lest  we  should  be  thought  to  lay  down  any 
principle  which  would  apply  to  cases  different  from  the 
present.  But  considering  that  this  is  a  case  between 
landlord  and  tenant ;  that  the  pump  was  erected  by  the 
tenant;  that  it  is  an  article  of  domestic  use;  and  can 
be  removed  entire;  I  think  the  verdict  ought  to  be 
set  aside. 

Rule  absolute* 
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Adcock  t;*  Felton. 


Feb.  la. 


A  N  attachment  of  privilege  had  issued  in  this  cause  on  Rctorn*  <<nezt 
the  29th  of  January^  returnable  on  Wednesday  next  ^fi^^  ^?"* 
cffler  fifteen  days  of  SL  Hilary. 


miatyf*  im- 
gubr. 


Storks  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  it  aside  for 
various  irregularities ;  and,  among  others,  because  there 
was  no  such  return  day  as  Wednesday  next  after  fifteen 
days  of  St.  Hilary. 

"  In  fifteen  days  of  St.  Hilaty^^^  would  have  been 
Wednesday  the  27th  of  January.  The  Wednesday  next 
qflery  was  the  Sd  of  February^  legally  styled  the  Morraoo 
of  the  Purification.     As  to  which. 


Jones  Serjt.,  who  shewed  cause,  answered,  that  an 
attachment  of  privilege  must  be  made  returnable  on  a 
day  certain,  and  not  on  a  general  return  day  eo  nomine  / 
but  that  the  general  return  day  might  be  taken  for  the 
day  certain  as  well  as  any  other,  provided  its  style,  as  a 
general  return  day,  were  not  adopted.     The  Plaintiff, 

there- 
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therefore,  would  have  been  irregular  if  be  had  made  his 
writ  returnable  on  the  Mcrrcfm  of  the  Purificaium  eo 
nomine^  because  that  was  the  style  of  the  day  in  its 
quality  of  a  general  return  day ;  but  he  was  r^pilar,  and 
thewed  that  he  meant  to  employ  it  as  a  day  certain,  by 
styling  it  the  Wednesday  after  fifteen  days  of  St.  Hikay. 


TiNDAL  C.  J*  The  return  is  irregular.  It  has  always 
been  the  practice  to  reckon  from  one  return  day  to  die 
next  ensuing,  and  then  to  commence  a  fresh  computa- 
tion. Parties  ought  to  pursue  the  old  course,  and  not 
introduce  new  terms,  which  may  tend  to  perplex. 

Rule  absolute. 


JW.  1%. 


Russell  v.  Dickson. 


The  Court  TONES  Seijt.,  on  the  part  of  one  of  the  bail,  moved 

will  not  take  ^q  gg^  aside  a  cognovit^  and  ca.  sa.  in  this  cause^  for 

of  the  sheriff's  irregularity,  on  an  affidavit  that  the  damages  laid  in  the 
book.  declaration  were  300/. ;  that  the  cognovit  was  given  for 

500/.,  conditioned  for  payment  of  250/.  175.  and  28/.  lSs.f 
and,  that  by  the  writ  of  ecu  sa.,  as  appeared  In/  an  entry  in 
the  book  kept  at  the  office  of  the  sheriff^  the  sheriff  was 
commanded  to  take  the  Defendant  to  satisfy  404/.  \\$. 
damages  recovered  by  the  Plaintiff. 

It  appeared  that  the  cognovit  had  been  sanctioned  by 
the  bail  themselves,  who  had  signed  a  consent  that  it 
should  not  exonerate  them  from  their  liability ;  and  the 
only  question  was,  Whether  the  sheriff's  book  was  suf- 
ficient evidence  of  the  irregularity  in  the  amount  of  the 
ca.  sa. 


Wilde 
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Wilde  Seijt,  who  shewed  cause,  contended,  that  the 
sheriff's  book  was  not  a  public  document,  but  a  mere 
memorandum,  and  no  evidence  when  the  writ  itself 
.might  have  been  inspected. 


44S 


1830. 


Russell 
Dickson. 


Jones  urged,  that  upon  motions  supported  by  affidavit 
the  same  strictness  was  not  observed  with  regard  to 
evidence  as  in  trials  at  Nisi  Prius^  and  the  party  might 
DOt  be  able  to  obtain  the  writ. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  is,  Whether  we  are  to 
take  judicial  notice  of 'the  sheriff's  book.  That  may 
shew  one  thing,  and  the  writ  another.  The  party  might 
have  gone  to  the  office,  and  have  ascertained  whether 
the  writ  was  returned. 

Rule  discharged. 


Green  i;.  Pole. 


Feb.  !%• 


BY  an  order  oi  Nisi  PritiSy  and  with  the  consent  of  all  Plaintiff,  who 
■  ,.  ....  ^  '.     fiarl  taV*n  • 


had  taken  a 
verdict  subject 
to  an  award 


parties,  a  verdict  was  taken  in  this  cause  for  1000/. 

damages,  subject  to  the  award  of  a  barrister. 

Before  the  arbitrator  made  his  award,  the  Plaintiff  ""<^«5  ***  ^'^^^ 

revoked  his  authority  by  deed,  and  gave  notice  for  trial  ^^^^  jjjg  ^^ 

at  the  sittings  in  this  term.  had  been 

At  the  time  of  the  recovation,  the  order  of  Nisi  Prius  jj^j'^' *"d  Just 

'  before  the 

had  not  been  made  a  rule  of  Court.  award  was 

about  to  be 

Taddj^  Serjt,  therefore,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  ^^  arijitrator's 

obtained  a  rule  nisi   to  stay  the  proceedings  till  the  authority,  >wth 

circumstances 
savouring  of  mala  fides  t  and  gave  fresh  notice  of  trial. 
The  order  of  nisi  prius  not  having  been  made  a  rule  of  court,  the  Court  refuted 
to  stay  proceedings. 

Court 
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18S0.  Court  should  further  order,  upon  an  affidayit^  which 
8tated|  that  after  all  the  evidence  had  been  gone  through 
on  both  sides,  at  great  length,  before  tlie  arbitrator,  the 
8th  of  December  last  was  fixed  for  the  counsel  to  sum 
up  the  case,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  revoked  the  arbi- 
trator's authority,  without  any  application  to  postpone 
that  meeting  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  witnesses  in 
reply  to  the  Defendant's  case. 

In  answer  to  this  the  Plaintiff's  attorney  deposed, 
that  at  the  last  meeting  previous  to  the  8th  of  December^ 
the  Plaintiff's  counsel  stated,  that  evidence  would  be 
adduced  to  contradict  the  Defendant's  case ;  that  appli- 
cation was  afterwards  made  to  six  individuals,  who  were 
able  to  give  material  evidence  for  the  Plaintifi^  and 
to  contradict  and  discredit  certain  of  the  Defendant's 
witnesses;  and  that  in  consequence  of  their  refusal 
to  attend  the  arbitrator,  the  Plaintiff  revoked  bis 
authority. 

WUde  BXkA  Andrews  Serjts.,  who 'shewed  cause,  con- 
tended, that  the  revocation  of  the  arbitrator's  authority 
was  no  ground  for  stajring  the  proceedings,  particularly 
as  the  order  of  Nisi  Pritis  was  not  made  a  rule  of  Court; 
Qapham  v.  Higham.  [a) 

Toddy  urged  the  mala  Jides  of  the  Plaintiff.  It  ap- 
peared, on  his  own  shewing,  that  his  witnesses  had  re- 
fused to  attend  the  arbitrator,  which  could  only  have 
arben  from  their  inability  to  establish  his  case. 

TiNDAL  C.J.  We  have  every  inclination,  if  we  had 
the  power,  to  make  this  rule  absolute;  but  we  have  no 
'power  to  do  so.  All  who  submit  to  arbitration  have 
the  right  to  revoke  the  arbitrator's  authority  before  the 

(a)  1  Bingb.  87. 

award 
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award  is  made.  The  only  way  of  deterring  them,  is^ 
by  making  the  order  of  Nisi  Prius  a  rule  of  Court, 
when  the  fear  of  an  attachment  may  induce  them  to 
submit 

Rule  discharged. 


Booth  and  Another  v.  Middlecoat  and  Others.     M.  i%. 

J)EBT  on  a  bail-bond.  O^  ^  3^^^ 

As  soon  as  an  appearance  had  been  entered,  and  Defendants  in 
,     before  plea  pleaded,   the  attorney   of  the  Defendant  ^j^^^^f 
Middlecoat  told  the  Plaintiffs'  attorney  that  Middlecoat  pleaded  bank- 
was  a  bankrupt  and  had  obtained  his  certificate.     The  rup^cy*  PI*"n- 
Plaintiffs'  attorney  took  no  step  to  discharge  Middlecoat^  ^^^^  prosequi 
who  thereupon  pleaded  his  bankruptcy  and  certificate,  as  to  him : 
and  ruled  the  Plaintifl^  to  reply;  whereupon  a  repli-      ^Tv!r^ 
cation  was  filed  as  to  the  other  Defendants,  and  a  fiolle  ant  was  not 

prosequi  entered  as  to  Middlecoat.  entitled  to  his 

costs  under 

8  Elm*  c.  a., 

Russell  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  the  Plaintifl&  to  although  be- 

pay  Middlecoat  his  costs  of  this  action  under  the  statute  ^.  P.??    * 
^  ^  Plaintiff  was 

S  Eliz.  c.  2.  s.  2,y   which  gives  a  defendant  his  costs  in  apprised  of  the 
case  a  plaintiff  after  declaration  suffer  a  suit  to  be  dis-  bankruptcy, 
continued,  or  otherwise  be  nonsuited  in  the  action. 

In  the  case  of  Cooper  v.  Tiffin  (a),  in  which  the  plain- 
ti£^  after  declaration,  discovering  that  the  defendant  was 
an  infant,  entered  a  nolle  pfvsequi,  the  Court  on  argu- 
ment said,  ^^  That  the  case  of  nolle  prosequi  could  not 
be  distinguished  in  reason  from  that  of  a  discontinuance, 
for  thbt  in  this,  as  well  as  in  that,  the  party  might  after- 
wards commence  another  action  for  the  same  cause ;  and 

{a)  3  r.R.511; 
Vol.  VI.  H  h  that 
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18S0.       that  the  practice  had  been  to  give  costs  in  such  cases.'' 
And  though  in  Haretoood  v.  Matthews  {a\  the  Court 


BOC^TH 

^^  fused  the  defendant  his  costs  on  a  noUe  prosequi^  the 

Mtodleooat.  plaintiff  there  had  no  notice,  as  in  the  present  case,  of 

the  Defendants'  non-liability  before  plea  ^pleaded.  In 
JcLckson  V.  Chambers  {1)\  the  defendant  was  allowed  her 
costs  under  the  statute,  8  EUz.  c.  2.  s.  2^  although,  upon 
the  argument,  Vaughan  Serjt.  cited  the  case  of  Hare^ 
voood  y.  Matthews. 

Wilde  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  A  defendant  who  is  dis- 
charged neither  by  discontinuance  nor  nonsuit,  may 
sometimes  be  within  the  equity  of  the  statute ;  as,  if  he 
were  never  liable  to  the  action ;  which  was  the  case  of 
the  infant  in  Cooper  v.  Tiffin  ;  but  if  he  be  primd  Jacie 
liable,  and  his  plea  is  a  defence  arbing  since  he  incurred 
the  obligation  on  which  he  is  sued,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
his  costs  upon  a  nolle  prosequi^  at  least  in  actions  on 
contract ;  and  Harewood  v.  Matthews  is  in  point.  Cases 
in  tort  are  essentially  different,  because  there  one  joist 
wrong-doer  cannot  levy  contribution  of  the  others ;  and 
this  explains  the  decision  in  Jackson  v.  Chambers^  which 
Dallas  C.  J.  distinguished  also  on  another  ground  from 
Harewood  v.  Matthews. 

BusselL  In  the  present  case^  the  Plaintiff  having 
had  notice  before  plea  pleaded  that  the  Defendant  was 
not  liable,  and  yet  having  unnecessarily  compelled  him 
to  incur  the  expense  of  pleading,  the  case  is  the  same 
as  if  the  Defendant  had  never  been  originally  liable. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  think  this  case  is  not  within  the 
principle  of  the  8  EUz.  c.  2.  s.  2.,  which  gives  a  defiaid- 
ant  his  costs,  in  case  a  plaintiff  after  declaration  suffer  a 
suit  to  be  discontinued,  or  be  otherwise  nonsuit  in  the 

(a)  a  Tidd.  981.  9th  edit.  (b)  8  Taunt.  643. 

^  action. 
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action.     It  has  been  said,  that  in  some  cases  a  nolle        1880. 
prosequi  is  within  the  equity  of  this  statute :  that  is,  where     ^_v~^ 
what  has  been  done  amounts  to  a  discontinuance  or  a  «, 

general  nonsuit.  We  do  not  impeach  the  decision  of  Middlbooat. 
Jiackson  V,  Chambers^  where  there  were  several  defendants 
in  trespass,  and  the  one  in  whose  favour  a  nolle  prosequi 
was  entered,  would  have  no  means  of  obtaining  costs 
against  the  others :  but  we  accede  to  the  practice  as  laid 
down  in  Harenoood  v.  Matthews^  and  neither  on  the 
particular  circumstances  of  the  case,  nor  under  the 
equity  of  the  statute  do  we  think  the  Defendant  entitled 
to  his  costs. 

Park  J.     It  is  impossible  to  distinguish  Harea)ood 
▼•  MaUhetDS,  which  has  decided  the  present  case. 

Rule  discharged. 


Doe  dem.  Holt  and  Others  v.  Roe.  Feb.  i%. 


/^NE  Dally  being  indebted  to  Rebecca  HoUj  the  lessor  j,  2>.  having 
of  the  Plaintiff,  gave  her  a  cognovit  for  S57L  185.,  g>vcn  a  eogno- 
mth  a  sUij  of  execution  tin  November  IS25.  ^rt^gtd^^" 

certain  pre- 
jmiet  as  a  security  for  the  payment  of  that  sum,  and  the  costs  of  the  judgment, 
and  all  other  costs  and  chains  whatsoever  attending  the  same. 

The  mortgagee  having  levied  execution,  her  right  to  the  goods  seized  was  dis- 
puted in  an  action  at  tho  suit  of  certain  persons,  who  claimed  to  be  assignees  of  D. 
under  a  bankruptcy.  The  mortgagee  failed  upon  a  first  trial,  but  succeeded  in  a 
tecon^  D.  proving  not  to  be  bankrupt : 

Held,  that  the  mortgagee  could  not  claim  from  D.  the  costs  of  this  action,  as 
ooiCs  or  chaiges  attending  the  judgment  confessed  by  D. 

a.  D.  having  stated  at  the  execution  that  certain  goods  levied  were  not  his  pro- 
perty, and  the  sheriff  having,  by  inquisition,  ascertained  that  they  were,  the  mort- 
gagee was  holden  entitled  to  claim  of  D.  the  costs  of  the  inquisition,  if  she  had  paid 
than  to  the  sheriff. 

H  h  2  U  jK>ii 
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18S0.  Upon  an .  application  for  further  time  to  pay,  be, 

by  indenture,  demised  to  her  the  premises  sought  to 
be  recovered  in  this  ejectment,  for  ninety-nine  year% 
with  a  proviso  for  making  void  the  indenture  upon 
payment  of  the  before-mentioned  debt  and  interest 
by  instalments,  without  any  deduction  or  abatement 
whatsoever;  the  first  instalment  to  be  paid  in  At^ud 
1826*  The  indenture  also  contained  a  covenant  by 
DdUy^  that,  afier  default  made  in  such  payment,  it  should 
be  lawful  for  the  said  Rebecca  HcU  and  Robert  Rees  to 
enter  into  the  said  premises  and  quietly  possess  and 
enjoy  the  same;  and  for  further  assurance  by  DaUy^ 
it  was  further  declared  that  it  should  be  lawful  for 
the  said  Rebecca  HoU  and  Robert  Rees  to  enter  up 
judgment  on  the  said  cognacit  signed  by  Dalfy,  and 
that  such  judgment,  when  so  entered  up,  should  stand 
and  be  as  a  security  for  payment  of  the  said  sum 
of  3572.  18s.  with  interest,  and  costs;  and  that  in 
case  default  should  be  made  in  pajrment  of  the  said 
sum  of  357/.  185.,  or  the  interest  as  aforesaid,  or  any 
part  thereof  as  therein  mentioned,  it  should  be  lawftil 
for  the  said  Rebecca  HoU  and  Robert  Rees  to  issue 
execution  on  the  said  judgment,  and  thereunder  fir^m 
time  to  time  to  levy,  until  the  whole  of  the  said  sum  of 
357/.  ISs.  and  interest  should  be  fully  paid  and  satisfied, 
together  with  the  costs  of  such  judgment,  and  all  other 
costs  and  charges  whatsoever  attending  the  same. 

In  October  1826  (the  first  instalment  due  in  August 
not  having  been  paid)  Holt  issued  2i  JL  fa.  under 
the  judgment  on  the  cognovit,  for  S\5L  \^s.  7dl,  the 
balance  then  due  to  her  out  of  the  357/.  IBs. 

The  315/.  I2s.  Id.  was  levied  by  the  sheriff,  and 
paid  to  HoU;  but  DaUy  having  given  the  sheriff 
notice  that  the  goods  seized  belonged  jointly  to  him 
and  one  Deacon,  the  sheriff  irapannelled  a  jury  to  deter- 
mine the  question  of  property,  and  the  expense  of  that 
enquiry  amounted  to  20/. 

A  com- 
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A  coramission  of  bankruptcy   having  been  issued        1830. 
against  DaUy  about  this  time,  his  assignees  sued  HoU 
for  the  money  levied  on  Ddlh/s  goods  and  paid  her 
by  the  sherifi^  and  on  the  trial  of  the  cause  a  verdict 
was  found  for  the  assignees. 

This  verdict  was  set  aside  on  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  and  HcU^  having  taken  the  record  down  by 
.proviso  to  a  second  trial,  a  verdict  was  there  given  in 
ber  &vour,  and,  on  a  special  case,  confirmed  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  on  the  ground  that  DaUy  was 
not  a  tsader. 

The  costs  of  this  second  trial  were  paid  her  by  Dalbfs 
assignees;  but  the  costs  of  the  first  trial,  the  costs  of 
taking  down  the  record  by  proviso,  and  the  costs  of  the 
enquiry  by  the  sheriff  to  ascertain  whether  the  goods 
he  had  seized  belonged  to  Dally  or  to  DaUy  and  Deacon^ 
amounting  altogether  to  220/.,  remained  unpaid. 

The  lessors  of  the  Plaintifi^  therefore,  commenced  this 
^^tment,  considering  these  as  ^^  costs  and  charges 
attending  the  judgment,"  as  a  security  for  which  the 
prembes  in  question  had  been  demised  to  them  by 
DaUtf. 

Wilde  Serjt.,  on  the  part  of  Bidge^  the  tenant  in  pos- 
session, who  had  entered  into  the  consent  rule  to  defend, 
and  to  whom  Dally  had  conveyed  the  eqnity  of  re- 
demption, obtained  a  rule  nisi  calling  on  the  lessors  of 
the  Plaintiff  to  stay  the  proceedings,  and  assign  the  pre^ 
mises  to  Bidge  at  his  expense,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
judgment  under  the  cognovit^  and  all  costs  attending  it, 
had  been  discharged  by  the  levying  of  the  315/.  12s.  7^, 
and  the  payment  of  the  costs  of  the  second  trial  in  the 
action  brought  by  Dallas  assignees.  He  contended 
that  the  costs  of  an  action  brought  by  strangers,  who 
ultimately  appeared  to  have  no  valid  claim  upon  the 
eflfects  of  the  mortgagor,  were  no  part  of  the  costs 

H  h  3  and 
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1890.       and  charges  attending  the  jadgment  confessed  by  the 

JL  ~'  -  '     mortgagor.    The  inquisition  under  the  execndon  upon 

Holt    *    ^^^^  judgment  was  holden  by  the  sheriff  for  his  own 

v^  safety,  and  he  therefore,  not  the  mortgagor,  ought  to 

defray  the  expense  of  it. 

Taddy  Seijt,  who  shewed  cause,  urged  that  the  in- 
quisition having  been  rendered  necessary  by  the  mort- 
gagor's asserting  that  the  goods  did  not  belong  to  him, 
he  was  estopped  to  say  that  the  expenses  attending  it 
were  not  costs  attending  the  judgment  he  had  confessed. 
So,  the  action  of  the  assignees  was  a  contest  occasioned 
by  the  judgment  the  validity  of  which  the  mortgagor 
was  bound  to  support ;  the  charges  of  that  action,  there- 
fore, were  charges  attending  the  judgment 

Wilde.  The  mortgagor  having  turned  out  not  to  be 
a  bankrupt,  has  no  connection  with  the  action  of  his 
)iupposed  assignees;  they  defrayed  the  costs  of  die 
second  trial,  ott  which  the  mortgagee  sticceeded;  it 
may  be  presumed,  therefore,  to  have  been  by  her  own 
default  that  she  failed  on  the  first;  and,  at  all  erents, 
costs  occasioned  by  her  own  default  cannot  be  esteemed 
costs  attending  the  judgment  confessed  by  the  mort- 
gagor. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  the  costs  of  the 
action  brought  by  the  assignees  are  not  costs  secured  by 
the  instrument  which  the  mortgagor  has  executed.  That 
was  an  action  brought  by  strangers ;  and  if  it  had  been 
met  with  a  good  defence  at  first,  as  it  was  ultimately,  the 
costs  now  sought  would  not  have  been  unpaid.  The 
costs  of  the  inquisition  may  be  left  to  the  prothonotary. 

Gaselee  J.     Whatever  portion  of  the  costs  of  tlie 
sheriff's  inquisition  was  paid  by  the  lessor  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, 
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ti£^  I  think  she  is  now  entitled  to.     If  they  were  de-       1830. 

frayed  by  the  sheriff,  she  cannot  claim  them.  1,'    '  '   ' 

jjos  aem« 

Holt 
The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred.  v- 

Rule  absolute,  upon  payment  of  such  portion  of 

the  costs  of  the  inquisition,   if  any,  as  the 

prothonotary  should  think  right 


Rutherford  v.  Evans.  ^eh.  la. 


''PHE  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated.  That  the  x.  libd.  The 

Plaintiff,  for  a  long  time  before  and  at  the  time  ^«^^««^  ^ 

,  .  alleged,  that 

4>f  the  composing  and  publishing  the  false,  scandalous,  the  Plaintiff 

malicious,  and  defamatory  libel  by  the  Defendant  there-  ^*?  ^'^^  *P" 

ioafter  mentioned,  and  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  %^q^  ^^ 

committing  of  the  several  grievances  by  the  Defendant  company  or 

thereinafter  mentioned,  carried  on  the  trade  and  business  ffw^'^'-vr 

**  The  New 

of  a  carpenter,   builder,  and  surveyor,  and  had  been  EnglandOwsL* 
appointed  the  surveyor,  agent,  and  steward,  of  a  certain  P*"y»    ^^ 
company  or  society  of  persons  called. the  jVi?to  England  ployed assuch; 
Company,  and    in   such   capacity  had  been  and   was  sind  that 
employed  by  the  said  company,  and  had  always  con-  uMfJit^'   • 
ducted   himself  with    credit,    skill,   care,    punctuality^  his  employ- 
fidelity,  and  integrity  towards  the  said  company,  and  all  ™*"'*, . 

Held,  that 

it  was  not  ne« 
c«9ary  to  allege,  with  extreme  precision,  the  description  of  the  company,  or  to 
prove  the  PlaintifT's  appointment,  the  libel  being  alleged  of  the  PlaLntiff'  in  his 
employment. 

%,  The  libel  charged  Plaintiff  with  being  the  most  artful  scoundrel  that  ever 
existed,  and  with  being  insolvent ;  but  the  writer  added,  that  he  had  never  disclosed 
the  matter,  nor  ever  would,  except  to  the  person  whom  he  addressed  and  his  friend. 
This  latter  assertion  was  omitted  in  the  declaration :  Held,  that  the  omission  was  not 
material. 


H  h  4  others 
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.  18S0.       others  employing  him  in  the  way  of  his  said  trade  and 
„^      -      '     business,  and  until  the  committinff  of  the  said  several 
^^  grievances  by  the  Defendant  thereinafter  mentioned, 

Evans.       had  never  been  suspected  of  being  guilty  of  any  ex- 
travagance or  misconduct  in  his  ^said  emplo^ent  by 
the  said  company,  or  of  abusmg  the  trust  or  confidence 
reposed  in  him  by  the  said  company  in  his  said  employ- 
ment, or  of  having  made  default  in   payment  of  the 
monies  due  and  owing  from  him  to  his  several  creditors* 
or  of  being  in  insolvent  circumstances,  but  was  of  good 
name,  fame,  and  credit,  and  was  gaining  great  profits 
in  his  said  employment  by  the  said  company  and  by  his 
said  trade  and  business,  to  the  comfortable  support  of 
himself  and  his  bmily,  and  the  great  increase  of  his 
riches,  to  wit,  at  London :   Yet  the   Defendant  wdi 
knowing  the  premises,  but  greatly  envying  the  happy 
state  and  condition  of  the  said  Plaintiff,  and  contriving 
and  wickedly  and  maliciously  intending  to  injure  the 
Plaintiff  in  his  said  good  name,  fame,  and  credit,  and 
to  bring  him  into  public  scandal,  infamy,  and  disgrace 
with  the  said  company,  and  with  and  amongst  bis  said 
employers,  and  all  his  neighbours  and  other  good  and 
worthy  subjects  of  this  kingdom,  and  to  cause  it  to  be 
suspected  and  believed  by  the  said  company,  and  by 
and  amongst  his  employers  and   neighbours  and  the 
said  subjects,  that  he  had  been  and  was  guilty  of  the 
offences  and  misconduct  thereinafter  mentioned  to  have 
been    charged    upon    and    imputed    to    him,    and    to 
cause  the  said  company  to  dismiss  and  discharge  him 
from    their   said   employment,    and   thereby  to  injure 
him  in  his  said  business  and  employment,  and  to  vex, 
harass,    oppress,    impoverish,   and   wholly   ruin   him, 
to  wit,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  falsely,  wickedly,  and  mali- 
ciously did  compose  and  publish,  and  caused  and  pro- 
cured to  be  published  of  and  concerning  the  said  Plain* 
tifi^  and  of  and  concerning  his  said  business  and  employ- 
ment 
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ment  by  the  said  company,  and  of  and  concerning  the       1830. 
Plaintiff  in  his  said  trade  of  carpenter,  builder,  and  sur-  ^"^  ^- 

^  RUTHBRFORD 

veyor^  and  of  and  concerning  an  alleged  default  in  pay-  ^. 

ment  of  the  monies  due  and  owing  from  the  said  Plain-  Evans. 
tifP  to  his  said  several  creditors  as  aforesaid,  a  certain 
fid^  scandalous,  malicious,  and  defamatory  libel,  in  the 
form  of  a  letter  addressed  to  one  James  Gibson^  he  the  • 
said  James  Gibson  then  and  there  being  the  treasurer  of 
the  said  company^  containing  amongst  other  things  the 
fidse,  scandalous,  malicious,  defamatory,  and  libellous 
matter  following,  of  and  concerning  the  Plaiiitifl^  and 
of  and  concerning  his  said  business  and  employment  by 
the  said  company,  and  of  and  concerning  his  alleged 
default  in  payment  of  the  monies  due  and  owing  from 
the  said  Plaintiff  to  his  said  several  creditors  as  afore- 
said, that  is  to  say,  ^^  I  (meaning  the  said  Defendant) 
should  have  been  silent  notwithstanding  my  anxious 
desire  to  put  your  (meaning  the  said  James  Gibson)  upon 
your  guard  against  the  most  artful  scoundrel  (meaning 
the  Plaintiff)  that  ever  existed  :  the  natural  punishment 
of  his  extravagance  and  misconduct  is  fast  approaching, 
be  b  in  every  person's  debt,  his  ruin  cannot  be  long 
delayed,  and  he  is  not  deserving  of  the  slightest  com- 
miseration/' 

The  libel  proved  in  support  of  this  declaration,  was 
a  letter  from  the  Defendant,  as  follows,  addressed  to 
the  treasurer  of  the  New  England  Company,  by  whom 
the  Plaintiff  had  been  employed. 

**  My  dear  Sir, 
•*  I  was  very  sorry  to  find  by  your  letter  received  to- 
day, that  you  had  been  so  uncomfortably  circumstanced 
respecting  the  information  I  gave  you  previously  to  your 
leaving  EvesnoeU.  I  fully  expected  opr  friend  would 
have  seen  you  soon  after,  or  I  should  have  been  silent 
notwithstanding  my  anxious  d^rc  to  put  you  upon 

your 
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18S0.  your  guard  against  the  most  artful  scoundrel  that  ever 
existed.  The  natural  punishment  of  his  extravagance 
and   misconduct  is  &st  approaching:  he  is  in  every 

EvANB.  person's  debt  His  ruin  cannot  be  long  ddayed ;  and 
he  is  not  deserving  of  the  slightest  commiseration.  But 
it  is  my  most  anxious  request  that  this  fellow's  misoon- 
duct  may  not  entail  ruin  in  another  quarter.  Were  I 
to  be  the  cause  of  such  disaster  and  destructioa  to  so 
many  that  are  innocait,  I  could  never  forgive  myadf ; 
and  I  pledge  my  sacred  word  of  honor  that,  excepting 
to  you  and  to  our  friend,  I  have  never  disclosed  the 
affair,  nor  ever  wUL  If  you  can  inform  me  when  our 
friend  is  to  be  in  London^  I  will  meet  him,  as  I  had 
much  rather  we  talk  the  subject  over  before  any  steps 
are  taken. 

<'  I  am,  &c 
««  EvesfweU,  24th  Oclober,  1827.  «  E.  Evans." 

The  Plaintiff  was  turned  out  of  his  employment,  and 
commenced  this  action. 

At  the  trial  before  Tinddl  C.  J.,  London  sittinga  aftor 
Trinity  term,  the  name  of  the  company,  which  was  a 
corporate  l>ody,  commonly  called  *^  the  New  England 
Company,"  turned  out  to  be,  not  ^^  the  New  England 
Company,"  but  ^^  A  Company  for  estabishing  Christia- 
nity in  New  England  and  the  parts  adjacent  in  America^* 
And  the  Plaintiff's* appointment  as  agent  and  surveyor 
to  the  company  was  not  by  deed. 

It  was  objected,  that  the  company  had  not  been  truly 
described  in  the  declaration  ;  that  the  Plaintiff  had  not 
proved  any  appointment,  inasmuch  as  appointments  by 
a  corporation  ought,  with  few  exceptions,  to  be  by 
deed ;  and  that  the  letter  complained  of  had  not  been 
truly  set  out  in  the  declaration. 

A  verdict,  however,  was  taken  for  the  Plaintiff,  subject 
to  a  motion  on  these  points. 

Taddxf 
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Taddy  Seijt  accordingly  moved  in  Michaelmas  term        1830. 
to  set  aside  the  yerdict,  and  enter  a  nonsuit  on  the  wnTJ^JI^L 
fiir^oing  objections.  v. 

With  regard  to  the  appointment,  he  cited  Bandle  v.  Evaw* 
Deane  (a),  to  shew  that,  except  for  inferior  purposes,  as 
cooking  and  the  like^  an  officer  of  a  corporation  could 
only  be  appointed  by  deed  ;  and  proof  of  the  appoint- 
ment was  material  to  the  Plaintiff's  case,  his  dismissal 
being  the  prindpal  ground  of  action.  In  Moises  v. 
Thornton  (i),  where  the  defendant  slandered  the  plaintiff 
by  saying,  <^  If  Dr.  Moises  shews  you  a  diploma,  it  is  a 
forgery,"  it  was  holden,  that  the  production  of  the 
diploma  was  not  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  degree  of  doctor  of  physic.  And  in  Smith 
▼•  Tc^lor  (cr),  which  was  an  action  for  slandering  the 
plaintiff  in  his  practice  as  a  physician,  Rooke  J.  and 
Chambre  thought  he  could  not  recover  unless  he  shewed 
himself  to  be  a  physician  duly  appointed.  With  respect 
to  the  libel  itself,  the  variance  was  fatal,  the  part  of  the 
letter  omitted  having  the  effect  of  qualifying  the  whole^ 
and  shewing,  at  least,  that  it  was  a  confidential  commu- 
nication.    A  rule  nisi  having  been  granted, 

Wilde  and  Storks  Seijts.  shewed  cause.  If  the  Plain- 
tiff had  undertaken  to  state  any  deed  or  contract  of 
the  corporation,  he  might  perhaps  have  been  called 
on  to  describe  the  name  of  the  corporation  with  pre- 
cision; but  when  the  suit  does  not  concern  any  con- 
tract, and  the  society  is  only  incidentally  mentioned, 
it  is  'sufficient  to  describe  them  by  the  name  by 
which  they  are  generally  known,  otherwise  the  Plaintiff 
might  be  placed  unnecessarily  under  insuperable  diffi- 
culties. With  regard  to  the  appointment,  it  may  be 
contended  that  the  Plaintiff's  office  was  one  of  those  to 

(a)  a  Lut<w.  1497.         (Jb)  8  T.R.  303.  (r)  i  A'.  R.  110. 

which 
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which  a  corporation  may  appoint  without  a  deed,  because 
it  neither  vests  nor  devests  any  interest.  Arum,  {a) ;  but 
the  mode  of  appointment  was  immaterial,  for  the  libel 
is  not  concerning  the  appointment  of  the  Plaintiff  but 
his  employment ;  and  the  fact  of  the  employment  being 
out  of  dispute,  if  the  Defendant  were  deprived  of  that  by 
reason  of  the  libel,  every  material  allegation  in  the 
declaration  is  proved.  The  portion  of  the  letter  omitted 
in  the  declaration  by  no  means  qualifies  or  alters  the 
nature  of  the  libellous  extract  set  out;  and  the  rule  is 
clear,  that  unless  the  part  omitted  alter  the  nature  of  the 
libel  it  need  not  be  set  out.  Cartwright  v.  fVrighi  (&}} 
Tabart  v.  Tipper. ic) 


Taddy^  (and  Merewether  Serjt  was  with  him,)  contrd. 
The  objection  with  respect  to  the  description  of  the 
company  is,  not  that  the  mere  name  has  been  misstated, 
but  that  the  company  has  been  described  as  a  private 
society,  rather  than  as  a  corporate  body,  so  that  the 
proof  did  not  correspond  with  the  description.  The 
Plaintiff  was  never  employed  by  a  private  society  such  as 
that  described.  Then,  the  portion  of  the  letter  not  set 
out  was  most  material  to  the  construction  of  the  whole^ 
as  shewing  that  the  communication  was  made  in  con- 
fidence, and  not  with  any  design  to  injure  the  Plaintiffi 
In  Tabard  v.  Tipper^  the  passage  omitted  was  an  ag« 
gravation,  not  a  mitigation  of  the  libellous  charge. 

Cttr.  adxK  vuU* 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  was  an  action  on  the  case  for  a 
libel,  in  which  the  Plaintiff  stated  in  the  first  count  of 
his  declaration,  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  pub- 
lication of  the  libel,  he  carried  on  the  trade  and  business 
of  a  carpenter,  builder,  and  surveyor,  and  had  been  ap- 


(a)  1  Salt.  I9I,         {b)  s^'^^'  615. 


(c)  I  Campb.  350. 

pointed 
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pointed  the  surveyor,  agent,  and  steward  of  a  certain        18S0. 
company  or  society  of  persons  called  the  New  England  -  *_"^^' 
Company,  and  in  such  capacity  had  been  and  was  era-  v. 

ployed  by  the  said  company ;  and  he  then  alleged,  that  Evans. 
the  Defendant,  intending  to  cause  the  said  company  to 
dismiss  and  discharge  the  said  Plaintiff  from  his  said 
employment,  &c.,  published  the  libel  in  question  of  and 
concerning  the  suid  Plaintiff,  and  of  and  concerning  his 
aaid  business  and  employment  by  the  said  company,  in 
the  form  of  a  letter  addressed  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
said  company,  containing  the  libellous  matter  following 
of  and  concerning  the  said  Plaintiff,  and  of  and  con- 
cerning the  said  business  and  employment  by  the  said 
company ;  which  libel  is  then  set  out  in  the  declaration. 

Three  objections  were  taken  at  the  trial :  first,  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  failed  in  proving  the  inducement  to  his 
declaration,  for  that  the  proper  name  of  incorporation  of 
the  company  was  not  simply  the  New  England  Company, 
but  ^^  A  Company  for  establishing  Christianity  in  New 
England  and  the  parts  adjacent  in  America  .*"  the  second, 
that  as  the  Plaintiff  alleged  an  appointment  by  the  com- 
pany, as  surveyor,  agent,  and  steward  of  the  company, 
he  was  bound  tor  shew  an  appointment  by  deed  under 
their  common  seal :  and  the  third  objection  was  upon 
the  ground  of  a  variance  from  the  libel  as  set  out  in  the 
declaration,  and  as  proved  in  evidence. 

With  respect  to  the  first  objection,  however,  we  are 
of  opinion  that,  as  it  was  proved  by  the  Plaintiff  that 
the  company  was  commonly  known  and  designated  by 
the  name  of  the  New  England  Company,  it  was  a  suffi- 
cient description  in  this  case.  It  is  not  an  allegation  of 
any  right  to  land  or  other  property,  either  conveyed  to 
or  derived  from  the  company,  or  of  any  deed  under  their 
common  seal ;  in  which  case  a  description  by  their 
name  of  incorporation  would  undoubtedly  have  been 
necessary,  to  enable  them  to  take,  to  grant,  or  to  charge. 

It 


Rutherford 
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1880.  It  is  only  an  all^auon  of  an  empioymrat  by  a  oompany, 
called  the  Neao  England  Company;  and  as  there  was 
sufficient  evidence  that  the  company  in  question  was 
Evans.  generally  known  by  that  description,  we  think  it  snC* 
ficient  in  this  action,  which  is  brought  for  a  purpose 
collateral  to  any  right  belonging  to  the  company  itselC 

As  to  the  second  objection,  it  is  to  be  observed  diat 
the  inducement  states,  as  separate  facts,  and  bs  distinct 
allegations,  ^^  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  appointed  die 
surveyor,  agent,  and  steward  of  the  company,"  and 
^^  that  in  such  capadty  he  had  been  and  was  employed 
by  the  said  company ;  **  so  that  the  all^ation  of  tlM 
appointment  and  the  employment  stand  distinct  firom 
each  other.  And  it  further  appears,  that  in  die  aver- 
ment of  the  Defendant's  intention,  and  also  of  the  appli* 
cadon  of  the  libel,  the  reference  is  made  not  to  the 
appointment  of  the  Plaintiff  to  his  office,  but  soldy  to 
his  employment  in  that  capacity.  Even  if  the  dedaiw 
adon  had  alleged  the  libel  to  have  been  published  cf 
and  concerning  the  appointment  and  also  the  employ- 
ment, it  would  have  been  difficult  to  have  contended 
after  the  decided  cases  on  this  point  (a),  that  the  ev^ 
dence  as  to  the  employment  alone  would  have  been  su^ 
ficient  to  support  the  action;  but  severed  as  diese 
allegations  are,  and  confined  as  the  libel  is  to  the  Plain- 
tiff's employment  only,  we  think  it  unnecessary  to  prove 
any  actual  appointment  of  the  Plaintiff  to  the  office  in 
question  either  by  deed  or  otherwbe. 

'As  to  the  third  objection,  we  take  the  rule  to  be  as 
it  is  laid  down  in  the  books  —  that  if  the  omission  of  any 
part  makes  a  material  alteration  in  the  sense  of  the  part 
inserted,  such  omission  is  fatal.  And  if  in  this  case  the 
part  of  the  letter  which  had  been  omitted  had  contained 

(a)  See  Figgins  v.  Cogs<wflI,  3  M.  ^  S,  369.  and  Maj  v.  Brown, 
3  B.i^C.  113. 

any 
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any  qualification  of  the  meaning  of  the  part  set  out,  or 
if  any  real  substantial  difference  of  construction  would 
have  arisen  upon  the  whole  of  the  letter  when  set  out  on 
the  record,  we  should  have  held  the  omission  of  such 
part  constituted  a  variance  which  might  be  taken  advan- 
tage of  by  the  Defendant.  But,  upon  the  consideration 
of  the  whole  letter,  it  appears  to  us  that  the  charge 
imputed  by  it  remains  precisely  the  same  as  that  which 
is  contained  in  the  part  set  out.  The  previous  part  of 
the  letter,  which  is  omitted,  merely  assigns  the  Defend- 
ant's  reason  for  writing  the  letter :  it  has  no  bearing 
whatever  upon  the  nature  of  the  imputation,  nor  does  it 
in  any  degree  alter  its  quality  or  effect  If  the  setting 
out  the  whole  letter  would  have  enabled  the  Defendant 
to  have  moved  in  arrest  of  judgment,  no  doubt  the 
omission  of  any  part  would  have  been  a  fatal  variance. 
3ttt  we  think,  the  very  same  libel  appears  from  the 
perusal  of  the  whole  as  from  the  part ;  and  the  conse- 
quence is,  that  although  the  Defendant  might  undoubt- 
edly avail  himself  of  the  whole  of  the  letter  as  evidence 
fiir  the  jury  to  infer  the  want  of  malice  in  the  Defendant, 
as  was  done  at  the  trial,  still  the  omission  of  such  part 
cannot  be  considered  as  a  ground  of  variance.  We 
tfaereibre  think,  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


1880. 
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Feb.it.  GoDEFROY  V.  Dalton,  Gent 


Anattorneyy  HPHE   first   count  of   the    declaration    3tated,    That 

with  xht  ad-  whereas   before  the  makiofir  of  the   promise  and 

vice  of  coun-  °         ^          * 

adU  produced,  undertaking  of  the  Defendant  thereinafter  next  men- 

in  an  action  tioned,  a  certain  action  had  been  commenced  and  pro- 

tencgligcncc  secuted  by  and  at  the  suit  of  Stephen  Dubois  against 

in  the  conduct  the  Plaintiff  in  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king,  before 

of  Plaintiff's  ^j^g  Justices  of  our   lord   the  king  of  the  Bench  at 

defence  to  ^                                           ^                                 ^ 

another  action,  Westminster^  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  for  a  certain 

the  protho-  cause  of  action  allefi^ed  to   have  accrued  to   the  said 

toprove  an  Stephen  Dubois  against  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Plaintiff 

al  egation,  had  retained  and  employed  one  Cyrus  Jay  and  Mather 

t  at  m  con-  j^yj^^  ^g  j^jg  attomies,  for  certain  fee  and  reward  to  be 

sequence  of  •-^                                   ' 

the  negligence  paid   to   them 'by   the   Plaintiff  in   that   behalf  (they 

of  J.  B.judg.  ^jjg  ggjj  Cyrus  Jay  and  Mather  Byles  then  and  there 

fault  had  been  being  attomies  of  the  said  Court  of  our  said  lord  the 

signed,  and  king  of  the  Bench  at  Westminster  aforesaid)  to  defend 

'     ee<ynmi  ^^  ^^^^  action   for  the   Plaintiff,  and   the  said  Cyrus 

had,  that  final  Jay  and   Mather  Byles   had   undertaken  such  defence 

judgment  was  f^j.   ^j^^   Plaintiff,   and   such   proceedings  were   there- 

afxerwarcls 

signed  and  upon  had  in  the  same  Court  in   the  said  action,  that 

execution  b-  it  was  considered  and  adjudged  by  the  said  Court,  that 

*?^|^  the   said   Stephen  Dubois   should    recover   against  the 

Plaintiff  was  the  Plaintiff  the  sum  of  30/.  105.  of  lawful  money  of 

nonsuited  for  q^.^^^  Britain,  which  said  sum  of  SO/.  10s.  the  Plamtiff 

QOt  producing 

the  record  of  ^^^  1^^^"  forced  and  obliged  to  pay  and  had  paid  to  the 

that  judgment  said  Stephen  Dubois  in  satisfaction  of  the  said  judgment, 

^  *  ^"^Wd  ^"^  ^^^  '^^^^  desirous  of  commencing  and  prosecuting 

that  this  was  a  certain  action  ngainst  the  said  Cynis  Jay  and  Mather 

'*^*?^-°^  Byles  for  negligence  in  conducting  his  said  defence  and 

for  the  recovery  of  the  said  sum  of  SO/.  105.  so  paid  to  the 

said 
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toid  Stephen  Dubois  as  aforesaid ;  of  all  which  said  several 
premises  the  said  Defendant,  before  th<e  making  of  bis  said 
promise  and  undertaking  thereafter  next  mentioned,  bad 
notice,  to  wit,  at,  &c.,  and  thereupon,  theretofore,  to  wit, 
on,  &C.,  at,  &c.,  in  consideration  that  the  Plaintifi^  at  the 
special  instance  and  request  of  the  Defendant,  would  re- 
tain and  employ  the  Defendant  as  his  attorney  for  certain 
fee  and  reward  to  be  thereupon  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  to 
the  Defendant  in  that  behalf,  to  prosecute  and  conduct 
the  said  action  of  the  Plaintiff  against  the  said  Cyrus  Jay 
and  Mather  Byles^  the  Defendant  undertook  and  then 
and  there  faithfully  promised  the  Plaintiff  to  prosecute 
and  conduct  the  said  last  mentioned  action,  in  a  pro* 
per,  skilful,  and  diligent  manner:  and  the  Plaintiff  con- 
fiding in  the  said  promise  and  undertaking  of  the  De- 
fendant, and  in  hopes  of  his  faithful  performance 
thereof,  did  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  retain 
and  employ  the  Defendant  as  such  attorney  as  aforesaid, 
to  prosecute  and  conduct  the  said  last  mentioned  action 
on  the  terms  aforesaid;  and  tiie  Defendant  then  and 
there  accepted  the  said  retainer  and  employment,  and 
under  and  by  virtue  thereof,  afterwards,  to  wit,  in 
Trinity  term  in  the  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of  our 
said  lord  the  king,  as  the  attorney  of  and  for  the  said 
Plaintiff,  commenced  an  action  at  the  suit  of  the  Plaintiff 
against  the  said  Cyrus  Jay  and  Mather  Byles  in  the  said 
Court  of  our  said  lord  the  king,  before  the  Justices  of 
our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  Bench  at  Westminster^  for 
the  purpose  aforesaid :  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  8lc^ 
at,  &c.,  the  said  Cyrus  Jay  and  Mather  Byles  appeared 
and  pleaded  to  the  said  action,  and  issue  was  joined 
thereupon :  and  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &.,  at,  &c.,  the 
said  last- mentioned  cause  came  on  for  trial  in  the  said 
Ck)urt  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  Bench,  before 
Sir  James  Burroughs  Knight,  in  the  absence  of  the 
Right  Honorable  Sir  William  Draper  Bestj  Knight, 
his  Majesty's  Chief  Justice  of  tke  said  Court  of  the 
Vol.  VI.  li  Bench, 
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Bench,  lie,  the  said  Sir  James  Burroughs  being  then  and 
there  one  of  the  Justices  of  the  Bench,  and  was  then 
and  there  tried  before  the  said  Sr  James  Bttrraugh : 
and,  although  it  was  then  and  there  the  duty  of  the 
Defendant  under  and  by  virtue  of  his  said  retainer,  and 
hb  aaid  promise  and  undertaking,  to  have  had  in  the 
said  Court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  Bench  at  the 
trial  of  the  said  last-mentioned  action,  evidence  of  Uie 
iaid  judgment  in  the  said  first-mentioned  acdon  against 
the  Plaintiff  at  the  suit  of  the  said  Stephen  Dubois^  in 
order  that  it  might  then  and  there  have  appeared  to  the 
said  Court  of  our  said  lord  the  king  of  the  Bendi,  that 
judgment  had  been  obtained  by  the  said  Stephen  Dub(ri$ 
against  the  said  Plaintiff  in  the  said  first-mentioned 
action  for  the  said  sum  of  SO/.  \0s^  whereof  the  De-^ 
fendant  had  notice^  nevertheless,  the  Defendant,  not 
Regarding  his  said  promise  and  undertaking,  but  con- 
triving, and  fraudulently  intending,  to  injure  the  said 
Plaintiff  in  this  respect,  did  not  nor  would  prosecute 
the  said  last'-mentioned  action  in  a  proper,  skilful,  and 
diligent  manner,  but  on  the  contrary  thereof  wholly 
neglected  and  omitted  to  have  proper  evidence  of  the 
said  judgment  in  the  said  first-mentioned  action  ready 
to  produce  to  the  said  Court  of  our  said  lord  the  king 
of  the  Bench;  by  reason  whereof,  the  Plaintiff  was  then 
and  there  wholly  unable  to  prosecute  his  said  action 
against  the  said  Cyrus  Jay  and  Mather  Byles  with  effect, 
and  was  then  and  there  compelled  to  suffer  himself  to 
be  nonsuited  in  the  said  last^mentioned  action,  whereby 
he  was  not  only  hindered  and  prevented  from  recovering 
from  the  said  Cyrus  Jay  and  Mather  Byles  the  said  sum 
of  SO/.  105.  so  paid  to  the  said  Stephen  Dubois  as  afore- 
said, in  satisfaction  of  his  said  judgment,  but  had  also 
been  forced  and  obliged  to  piiy  and  had  paid  to  the  said 
Cyrus  Jay  and  Mather  Bytes  a  large  sum  of  money, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  100/.  for  their  costs  afnd  charges  in 
and  'about  their  defence   to  the  said   last-mentioned 

action; 
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nction ;  and  had  also  been  forced  and  obliged  to  incur 
a  further  great  expense,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  100/., 
in  and  about  re-commencing  and  prose^cuting  his  said 
action  against  the  said  Cyrus  Jay  and  Mather  Byles^ 
to  wit,  at,**  &c. 

The  present  action  was  brought  by  the  Plaintiff  against 
the  Defendant,  as  an  attorney  of  this  Court,  for  negli- 
gence in  the  conduct  and  prosecution  of  a  former  actipn 
brought  by  the  same  Plaintiff  against  Cyrus  Jay  and  his 
partner. 

The  action  against  Jay  and  his  partner  had  been 
brought  against  them  for  negligence,  as  attomies,  in 
conducting  the  defence  of  the  present  Plaintiff  in  a 
former  action,  which  had  been  brought  against  him  by 
one  Dubois :  and  in  the  action  against  Jay  and  his 
partner,  the  declaration  alleged  that,  by  reason  and  in 
consequence  of  the  negligence  of  Jay  and  his  partner, 
judgment  by  default  had  been  signed,  and  such  further 
proceedings  had,  that  final  judgment  was  afterwards 
signed,  and  execution  issued  against  Godefroy. 

Upon  the  trial  of  Godefroy  v.  Jay  and  Another^  before 
Burrotigh  J.,  the  pnly  evidence  which  the  present  De* 
fondant  had  procured  to  satisfy  that  allegation  was  the 
book  of  the  prothonotary  of  this  Court,  in  which  was 
kept  an  entry  of  the  judgments  by  default,  signed  in 
each  term,  with  the  date,  &nd  the  officer's  fees  opposite 
to  the  same;  and  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  that 
Cause,  held  this  proof  of  the  allegation  not  to  be  suffi- 
cient, and  nonsuited  the  plaintiff;  which  judgment  of 
nonsuit  was  afterwards  confirmed  by  this  Court  on  a 
motion  to  set  aside  the  same.  It  was  for  the  n^ligence 
cm  the  part  of  Dalton,  as  the  Plaintiff's  attorney,  in  not 
having  provided  himself  with  the  proper  evidence  of  the 
judgment  as  set  out  in  the  declaration  against  Jay  and 
his  partner,  that  the  present  action  was  brought. 

It  was  proved,  by  a  gentleman  at  tlie  bar,  of  great 
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experience  and  skill,  that,  upon  the  particular  all^tioa 
in  that  declaration  against  Jay  and  his  partner,  he 
thought,  at  the  time,  the  evidence  offered  was  suffi* 
cient;  for  that  it  seemed  to  him  that  negligence  was 
the  gist  of  the  action,  and  that  the  judgment  was  only 
alleged  as  the  consequence.  But  it  appeared  that  the 
Defendant  Dalton  had  consulted  this  gentleman  just 
before  the  trial  of  Godefrcy  v.  Jay  and .  Another,  was 
called  on,  and  it  was  not  shewn  that  he  had  ever  searched 
to  find  whether  final  judgment  had  been  entered  up  or 
not  in  the  cause  of  Dubois  v.  Godefrcy. 

At  the  trial  of  the  present  cause  before  Ttndal  C.  J^ 
Middlesex  sittings  after  last  Trinity  term,  a  verdict  was 
taken  for  the  Plaintiff,  subject  to  a  motion  to  this  Court 
to  set  it  aside,  and  enter  a  nonsuit  or  arrest  the  judg- 
ment    Accordingly, 


Taddy  Seijt.  in  Michaelmas  term  obtained  a  rule  nisi 
to  that  effect,  on  the  ground  that  the  Defendant  in  the 
exercise  of  his  profession  was  liable  only  for  the  conse- 
quences of  gross  negligence,  and  not  for  a  mere  error  in 
judgment ;  for  which  he  cited  Pitt  v.  Yalden  (a),  where 
Lord  Mansfield  had  placed  the  question  of  professional 
responsibility  on  that  footing;  and  he  contended  that 
nothing  more  than  an  excusable  error  in  judgment  bad 
been  proved  against  the  Defendant  An  arrest  of  judg- 
ment was  moved  for  on  the  ground  that  the  record 
nowhere  alleged  the  Plaintiff  to  have  had  a  good  cause 
of  action  against  Jay  and  Byles^  or  that  Dubois  had 
originally  no  cause  of  action  against  the  Plaintiff;  and 
unless  he  had  a  good  cause  of  action  against  them,  as 
having  been  injured  by  the  judgment  suffered  to  Dubois^ 
be  could  not  recover  against  the  present  Defendant; 
but  as  the  Court  came  to  no  decision  on  this  point,  the 
argument  upon  it  is  here  omitted. 


{a)  4  Burr.  ao6o. 
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-  Wilde  and  Bompas  Serjts.  shewed  cause.  It  may  be 
admitted  that  an  attorney  is  not  liable,  if  be  errs  in 
judgment  upon  a  point  of  doubt  or  difficulty ;  but  he  is 
responsible  for  the  consequence  of  not  being  reasonably 
versed  in  his  business,  and  for  neglect  in  the  conduct  of 
it.  And  where  gross  ignorance  is  proved,  it  is  no 
answer  for  the  defendant  to  say  he  consulted  another, 
for  he  is  bound  to  possess  reasonable  skill  in  his  business, 
and  he  cannot  shift  his  own  responsibility. 

The  ignorance  by  which  the  plaintiff  has  suffered 
was  in  a  matter  of  every-day  practice.  The  declaration 
bad  alleged  that  a  judgment  had  been  obtained  against 
the  Plaintiff  through  the  negligence  of  Jay  and  Byless 
unless  that  judgment  were  proved  to  exist  the  Plaintiff 
bad  no  cause  of  action  against  Jay  and  Byles.  But  it  is 
among  the  first  elements  of  legal  knowledge  and  prac* 
tice  that  a  final  judgment  ought  to  be  proved  by  the 
production  of  the  record  or  an  office  copy;  and  the 
Defendant  ought  at  least  to  have  ascertained  whether 
or  not  the  final  judgment  existed,  and  to  have  con* 
suited  his  counsel  before  the  very  eve  of  the  trial. 
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Taddy  and  Cross  Serjts.  contra.  The  gist  of  the 
Plaintiff's  charge  against  Jay  and  Byles  was,  that  through 
their  negligence  judgment  by  default  had  been  signed 
against  him ;  the  final  judgment  was  only  alleged  as  a 
consequence  of  that  negligence.  The  Defendant  Dalton^ 
therefore,  might  be  excused  for  supposing,  sanctioned 
as  he  was  by  counsel,  that  the  interlocutory  judgment 
was  all  he  would  be  called  on  to  prove;  and  of  that, 
till  the  Court  had  decided  otherwise,  the  yrothonotary's 

• 

book  might  be  thought  good,  if  not  the  best  evidence. 
Gross  negligence  in  an  attorney,  can  only  be  of  that 
which  is  his  immediate  duty,  uncorrected  by  superior 
advice,  —  as,  an  omission  in  the  stating  an  abstract ;  but 
this  was  a  case  of  novelty  in  which  the  Defendant  might 
well  seek  for  assistance,  and  might  well  stand  excused 
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where  one  of  higher  atuinments  had  fallen  into  error. 
In  Campion  v.  Chandless  {a\  Le  Blanc  J«  said,  *^  That  it 
was  not  every  neglect  that  would  subject  a  man  to  such 
an  action;  that  an  attorney  was  only  bound  to  use 
reasonable  care  and  skill  in  managing  the  business  of  his 
client ;  that  if  he  were  liable  further,  no  man  would 
venture  to  act  in  that  capacity:"  which  was  confirmed 
by  Lord  EllenborougA  in  Bailie  v.  Chandless  {b\  who 
said,  that  ^^An  attorney  is  only  liable  for  crassa  ne^ 
gligenlia;  and  it  is  impossible  to  impute  that  to  the 
defendant  for  not  discovering  a  defect  in  the  memorial 
of  an  annui^,  which  was  subsequently  held  to  be  a 
defect  upon  a  very  doubtful  construction  of  the  statute. 
I  perfectly  agree  in  the  observations  made  on  a 
similar  occasion  by  my  brother  Le  Blanc ;  and  I  am  of 
opinion  that  the  present  action  cannot  be  maintained." 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 


\ 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  In  this  case  the  Defendant  obtained  a 
rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff 
should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  nonsuit  be  entered,  or,  why 
the  judgment  should  not  be  arrested :  but  as  the  opinion 
which  the  Court  has  formed  upon  the  first  branch  of  the 
rule,  involves  the  whole  merits  of  the  action,  it  becomes 
unnecessary  to  discuss  the  objection  which  is  supposed 
to  exist  upon  the  record. 

It  was  an  action  of  assumpsit  brought  by  the. Plaintiff 
against  the  Defendant,  as  an  attorney  of  this  Court,  for 
negligence  in  the  conduct  and  prosecution  of  a  former 
action  brought  by  the  same  Plaintiff  against  one  Ciflr%is 
Jay  and  hisj>artner;  and  the  undertaking  of  the  De- 
fendant is  stated  to  be,  ^<  That  he  would  conduct  and 
prosecute  the  said  action  in  a  proper,  skilful,  and  dili- 
gent manner."  The  question,  therefore,  upon  the  first 
branch  of  the  rule  is,  Whether,  upon  the  evidence,  the 

{a)  Cited  in  Baikie  v.  CbandUsSf  3  Campb,  19. 
{h)  5  Campb.  19. 
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Defendant  was  shewed  to  have  fiiiled  in  bringing  suffix 
cient  skill  and  diligence  to  the  conduct  of  such  former 
cause. 

Now,  the  action  against  Mr.  Jay  and  his  partner,  bad 
been  brought  against  them  for  negligence,  as  attornies» 
in  conducting  the  defence  of  the  present  Plaintiff  in  ^ 
former  action  which  had  been  brought  against  him  by 
one  Dubois ;  in  which  action  against  Jay  and  his  partneir 
it  was  alleged,  that  by  reason  and  in  consequence  of  die 
negligence  of  the  attornies,  judgment  by  de&ult  had 
been  signed,  and  such  further  proceedings  had,  thai 
final  judgment  was  afterwards  signed  and  execution 
issued  against  Godefroy. 

Upon  the  trial  of  Godefrqy  v.  Jay  and  Another^  before 
Mr.  Justice  Burroughs  the  only  evidence  which  Mn 
JOaUon^  the  present  Defendant,  had  procured  to  satisfy 
that  allegation,  was  the  book  of  the  prothonotary  of  this 
court,  in  which  was  kept  an  entry  of  the  judgments  by 
default  signed  in  each  term,  witli  the  date  and  the  offi* 
oer^s  fee  opposite  to  the  same ;  and  the  learned  Judge 
who  tried  that  cause,  held  this  proof  of  the  allegation 
not  to  be  sufficient,  and  nonsuited  the  plaintiff,  which 
judgment  of  nonsuit  was  afterwards  confirmed  by  thi^ 
Court  on  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  same. 

It  was  for  the  negligence  on  the  part  of  DaUon^  as  the 
Plaintiff's  attorney,  in  not  having  provided  himself  with 
the  proper  evidence  of  that  judgment  as  set  out  in  the 
declaration,  that  the  present  action  was  brought;  and 
the  question  is.  Whether  this  amounts  to  such  want  of 
skill  and  diligence  in  his  profession  of  an  attorney,  as  to 
render  him  liable  to  the  present  action. 

It  would  be  extremely  difficult  to  define  the  exact 
limit  by  which  the  skill  and  diligence  which  an  attorney 
undertakes  to  furnish  in  the  conduct  of  a  cause  is 
bounded ;  or  to  trace  precisely  the  dividing  line  between 
that  reasonable  skill  apd  diligence  which  appears  to 
satisfy  his  undertaking,  and  that  crassa  negUgerUiaj  or 
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lata  culpa  mentioned  in  some  of  the  cases,  for  which  he 
is  undoubtedly  responsible. 

The  cases,  however,  which  have  been  cited  and  com- 
mented on  at  the  bar,  appear  to  establish,  in  general, 
that  he  is  liable  for  the  consequences  of  ignorance  or 
non-observance  of  the  rules  of  practice  of  this  court;  for 
the  want  of  care  in  the  preparation  of  the  cause  tor  trial ; 
or  of  attendance  thereon  with  his  witnesses :  and  for  the 
mismanagement  of  so  much  of  the  conduct  of  a  cause  as 
is  usually  and  ordinarily  allotted  to  his  department  of 
the  profession.  Whilst  on  the  other  hand,  he  is  not 
answerable  for  error  in  judgment  upon  points  of  new 
occurrence,  or  of  nice  or  doubtful  construction,  or  of 
such  as  are  usually  intrusted  to  men  in  the  higher  branch 
of  the  profession  of  the  law. 

Looking,  then,  at  the  particular  circumstances  attend- 
ing the  failure  of  the  action  of  Godfroy  v.  Jay  and  An(h 
therj  it  appears,  in  the  first  place,  that  this  was  not  the 
ordinary  case  of  a  direct  allegation  of  a  judgment  on 
record,  with  a  plea  distinctly  putting  that  judgment  in 
issue ;  in  which  case  of  ordinary  and  daily  occurrence, 
a  neglect  in  the  attorney  to  provide  himself  with  regular 
proof  of  the  judgment  on  record  would  have  classed 
itself  within  the  description  of  gross  negligence.  There 
is  an  ambiguity  in  the  statement  of  the  final  judg- 
ment, which  would  lead  a  person  not  well  versed  in  the 
practice  of  pleading  to  suppose  that  it  was  only  alleged 
as  a  consequential  damage,  and  not  as  a  direct  ground 
of  action ;  and  in  the  former  case,  the  failure  of  pro- 
ducing the  record  would  not  have  gone  to  the  main- 
tenance of  the  action.  But  looking  more  particularly 
to  the  evidence  in  the  case,  it  appears  to  have  been 
proved  by  a  gentleman  at  the  bar  of  great  experience 
and  skill,  that  upon  the  particular  allegation  he  thought 
at  the  time  the  evidence  offered  was  evidence  sufficient, 
for  that  it  seemed  to  him  that  negligence  was  the  gist  of 

the 
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the  action,  and  that  the  judgment  was  only  alleged  as 
the  consequence. 

We  lay  no  stress  upon  the  fact,  that  the  attorney  had 
consulted  his  counsel  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evi- 
dence; because,  we  think,  his  liability  must  depend 
upon  the  nature  and  description  of  the  mistake  or  want 
of  skill  which  has  been  shewn ;  and  he  cannot  shift  from 
himself  such  responsibility  by  consulting  another  where 
the  law  would  presume  him  to  have  the  knowledge  him- 
self. But  it  is  from  the  particular  nature  of  this  mis- 
conception of  the  attorney,  and  from  the  evidence  given 
in  tlie  cause,  that  we  think  the  non-production  of  a 
record  of  judgment  is  not  to  be  considered  as  an  in- 
stance of  such  gross  negligence  as  makes  the  Defendant 
answerable;  and  we  therefore  think,  the  rule  for  a 
nonsuit  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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Doe  dem.  Carthew  and  Others  v.  Brenton.        Feb.  x». 

TN  1825  the  lessors  of  the  PIainti£P  brought  an  eject-  The  lessor  of 

ment  in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  for  the  recovery  ?*.^'^.  ^ 

°    ^  ''    having  brought 

of  certain  land,  and  part  of  a  mine  and  buildings  called  three  eject- 

the  East  Crinnis  mine,   in  the  parish  of  St.  Blazeu,  in  «n«n^ »«  ^h« 
^  Court  of  K.B. 

LorrvwaU.  for  the  same 

The  Defendant  appeared,  and  defended  for  the  mines  property,  that 
and  buildings  only,  and  judgment  was  had  for  the  land ;    .  ^      ^^ 
but,  by  a  rule  of  K.  B.,  Michaelmas  term  1825,  it  was  ingsin  two, 

ordered  that  in  executinir  the  writ  of  possession  for  the  and  com[^led 

°  ^  .         ^  the  Plaintiff 

land,  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiif  should  be  restrained  from  ^^  confine 

disturbing  the  Defendant  in  the  possession  of  the  mines  himself  to  one, 

and  buildings  in  question,  and  in  the  use  of  the  lands,  so  "*^^°  ^  ... 

far  as  the  same  was  necessary  for  working  the  mines.        rendered  it 

probable  that 
in  the  event  he  would  have  to  pay  the  costs ;  whereupon  he  brought  an  ejectment  for 
the  same  property  in  this  Court.     Proceedings  therein  were  staid. 

After 
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After  various  intermediate  proceedings  relating  to  the 
same  property,  the  ejectment  not  having  been  tried^.tbe 
lessors  of  the  Plaintiff,  in  Hilary  term  1829»  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  in  K.  B.  to  rescind  the  rule  of  Michaelmas  term 
1825,  and  to  issue  execution  in  the  ordinary,  form. 

This  rule  of  Hilary  1829,  was  discharged  on  the  follow- 
uig  terms :  that  if  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff  obtauied  the 
verdict,  or  the  Defendant  obtained  the  verdict  on  the 
ground  only  of  the  leave  and  license  of  the  tenant  of 
the  land,  failing  to  prove  a  right  of  entry  to  erect  the 
buildings  independent  of  such  leave,  in  either  case  it  was 
to  be  referred  to  an  arbitrator  to  say  what  compensation 
ought  to  be  made  to  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff,  in  the 
first  case,  for  the  entry  and  working  of  the  mines  without 
the  consent  of  the  owner  and  occupier  of  the  land,  and 
in  the  second,  for  such  entry  and  working,  as  an  all^;ed 
injury  to  the  reversion,  if  the  reversioner  could  by  law 
recover  such  compensation. 

But  between  Easter  and  Trinity  terms  last,  the  lessors 
of  the  Plaintiff  having  brought  two  fresh  ejectments  in 
the  King's  Bench  for  the  same  property,  one,  on  the 
demise  of  Carthew  alone,  another  on  a  joint  demise, 
a  rule  nisi  was  obtained  in  that  Court,  calling  on 
the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  they 
should  not  elect  to  proceed  in  one  of  the  said  three 
causes;  and  in  case  they  should  elect  to  proceed  in 
either  of  the  two  last  causes,  then  why  the  first  cause 
should  not  be  discontinued,  and  the  costs  of  the  De* 
fendant  therein  be  paid  by  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff; 
and,  if  they  should  elect  to  proceed  in  the  first-men- 
tioned cause,  why  the  proceedings  in  the  two  last-men- 
tioned causes  should  not  be  stayed. 

On  shewing  cause  against  the  said  last- mentioned 
rule  on  the  6th  of  July  last,  it  was  alleged  by  Carthevoj 
and  sworn  on  his  part,  that  the  said  first-mentioned 
action  had  been  brouglit  for  the  purpose  of  trying 
whether  bis  present  Migesty,   as  Duke  of  Cornwall^ 

and 
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and  those  claiming  under  him,  had  a  right  to  enter 
upon  certain  lands  situate  and  being  in  a  certain  con* 
ventionary  tenement  whhin  the  manor  of  T^^ngton^ 
parcel  of  the  possessions  of,  the  said  Duke  of  Cornwall^ 
and  work  the  minerals  there ,  that  the  said  Defendant) 
William  Brenion^  who  claimed  such  right  under  the 
said  Duke  of  Cornwall^  did  not  merely  intend,  on  the 
trial  of  such  ejectment,  to  confine  himself  to  the  trial 
of  such  right,  but  also  meant  to  rely,  by  way  of  de- 
fence, on  a  leave  and  licence  to  enter  on  the  said  lands 
granted  by  the  tenants  of  the  said  Carthew,  John 
Yeoman,  Peter  Yeoman,  and  William  Yeoman,  the  other 
lessors  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  action ;  that  if  such  defence 
were  set  up  in  the  first-mentioned  action,  and  were  to 
be  successful,  the  consequence  would  be,  that  the  first- 
mentioned  action  would  be  defeated,  and  Carthem  be 
prevented  from  recovering  therein,  although  he  should 
satisfactorily  establish  on  the  trial  of  the  said  cause  that 
the  said  right  of  entry  was  not  in  the  Duke  of  Cornwall^ 
or  those  claiming  under  him ;  that,  ffi  order  therefore,  to 
put  an  end  to  such  objection  and  defence,  he,  CartheWf 
and  his  tenants,  had,  subsequently  to  Easter  term  last, 
revoked  such  leave  and  licence,  if  any  such  existed,  and 
had  brought  fresh  ejectments  on  new  demises ;  that  he 
was  willing  to  consent  to  a  stay  of  the  proceedings  in 
the  said  last- mentioned  actions,  provided  he  were  al- 
lowed to  amend  his  declaration  in  the  first  action  without 
payment  of  costs. 

On  the  Sth  July  last.  Lord  Tenterden  C.  J.  delivered 
the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  and  it  was 
thereupon  ordered. 

That  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff  in  the  first  action 
should  be  at  liberty  to  add  another  count  to  the  de- 
claration, laying  the  demise  on  a  later  day,  and  the 
record  in  such  action  should  be  amended,  so  as  to 
make  it  consistent  with  the  day  of  the  demise;  and,  th^t 
the  Defendant  should  plead,  so  as  to  take  the  cause 

down 
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down  for  trial  at  the  next  assizes;  that  a  rule  for 
changing  the  venue  to  the  county  of  Somerset^  and  the 
former  rule  of  reference,  should  stand;  and  if  the 
lessors  of  the  Plaintiff  should  recover  a  verdict  upon  the 
new  demise,  they  should  be  entitled  to  have  a  writ  of 
possession,  and  recover  possession  of  the  premises ;  and 
if  the  Defendant  should  obtain  a  verdict' on  the  original 
declaration)  he  should  have  the  costs  of  the  action ;  and 
that  uponlhe  above  terms,  the  proceedings  in  the  two 
last  actions  should  be  stayed. 

These  terms  were  indorsed  by  the  counsel  on  their 
brie&  respMtively.  * 

The  trial  had'been  appointed  to  take  place  in  Somer^ 
iefshire,  upon 'Iel' suggestion  that  it  would  be  difficult 
to  obtain  in  CorhwaU  an  impartial  jury  on  the  matter 
in  dispute.  Thcwitnesses  were  accordingly  in  attend- 
ance at  the  last  Somersetshire  assizes,  but  the  trial  of  the 
cause  was  put  off  in'  consequence  of  the  illness  of  the 
Judge.  The  costs  incurred,  however,  by  all  these  pro* 
ceedings  were  enormous ;  and  now. 

The  lessors  of  the  Tlain tiff  commenced  another  eject- 
ment  in  this  Court  for  the  recovery  of  the  same  pro- 
perty; whereupon. 


Wilde  Serjt  upon  affidavit  of  the  foregoing  facts, 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  stay  the  proceedings;  against 
which 


LudJUm  and  Meremether  Serjts  shewed  cause. 

This  is  a  motion  of  the  first  impression,  at  least  in 
this  Court;  and  the  utmost  that  can  be  required  is, 
that  the  lessors  of  the  Plaintiff  shall  be  put  to  their  elec- 
tion as  to  which  cause  they  will  proceed  with.  It  would 
be  a  great  hardship  to  refuse  them  the  opportunity  of 
trying  their  rightful  claim  till  they  have  discharged  heavy 
costs  which  have  been  occasioned  by  the  Defendant's 
raising  an  issue  foreign  to  the  merits  of  the  title*     As  it 

is 
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is  now  proposed  to  try  the  merits  of  that  title,  the  present 
gectment  is  a  proceeding  in  a  matter  altogether  different 
from  the  former,  which  would  decide  only  a  question 
of  licence.  In  Chatfield  v.  Sotder  {a)  this  Court  refused 
to  stay  the  proceedings  in  a  writ  of  right  on  the  ground 
that  the  costs  of  an  ejectment  for  the  same  property  had 
not  been  paid,  because  the  ejectment  could  not  decide  the 
merits  of  the  demandant's  title ;  and  though  in  Doe  d. 
Walker  v.  Stevenson  (b)  this  Court  stayed  the  proceedings 
of  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  till  he  had  paid  the  costs  of 
an  ejectment  in  which  there  had  been  a  verdict  against 
him  as  defendant,  yet  in  a  note  to  that  case  the  learned 
reporter  says,  ^'  The  practice  of  the  two  Courts,  as  to 
staying  proceedings  in  other  actions  by  the  same  plain- 
tiff for  the  same  cause,  seems  to  differ  thus  far,  that 
the  Court  of  K.  B.  stays  proceedings  till  the  costs  of 
die  former  action  are  paid,  wherever  the  plaintiff's  pro- 
ceedings appear  to  be  vexatious;  but  the  Court  of  C.  B. 
never  interferes  unless  the  merits  of  the  case  have  been 
tried  in  the  former  action.  See  Weston  v.  Withers^ 
2  T.  72.  511.  Moulton  q.  t.  v.  Bingham^  and  Baldwin  v. 
Richards^  2  T.72. 5n.n.  for  the  practice  of  K.  B.; 
and  Cox  v.  Chubb,  2  Bl.  809.,  and  Cooke  v.  Dobree^ 
1  H.  BL  1 0.  for  the  practice  of  C.  B. ;  also  HuUock^s 
Law  of  Costs,  p.  463  to  467." 

The  merits  not  having  been  disposed  of  in  the  present 
case,  the  Court  will  decline  to  interfere. 


1830. 

Doe  dem* 
Carthsw 

Brenton] 


Wilde  was  stopped  by  the  Court. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  By  this  ejettment,  the  lessors  of  the 
Plaintiff  seek  to  recover  property  for  which  they,  have 
already  brought  three  ejectments  in  another  court :  and 
if  the  proposition  went  no  further,  there  would  be  suffi- 
cient ground  for  not  permitting  them  to  proceed  while 


(a)  3  Bsngh.  Z67. 


(h)  3  A  ef  p.  aa. 


they 
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tbey  have  another  suit  for  the  same  cause  in  another  courts 
and  that  suit  has  been  specially  appointed  for  trial  in  an 
adjoining  county.  But  it  does  not  rest  on  that ;  For  a  rule 
relating  to  those  ejectments  has  been  obtained  in  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench,  and  assented'  to  by  the  counsel  for  the 
lessors  of  the  Plaintiff,  which  gives  certain  rights  on  both 
sides ;  and  we  are  called  on  to  deprive  the  Defendant  of 
the  rights  acquired  under  that  rule  by  permitting  the 
lessors  of  the  Plaintiff  to  elude  it  by  the  mere  formality 
of  commencing  a  fresh  action  in  this  court  As  to 
election,  the  parties  made  their  election  upon  the  drawing 
up  of  that  rule ;  and  though  it  is  said  that  this  action  is 
not  brought  for  the  same  cause  as  the  first  ejectroeut, 
because  licence  only  was  put  in  issue  there,  yet  it  is  not 
pretended  that  the  action  is  Hot  brought  for  the  same 
cause  as  the  second  ejectment  in  which  the  Court  of 
King's  Bench* has  stayed  the  proceedings.  .  As  the  parties 
have  decided  for  themselves  by  electing  to  go  to  trial  in 
the  first  ejectment  upon  the  terms  proposed  by  that 
Court,  we  should  not  do  justice  if  we  did  not  stay  the 
proceedings  here. 


Park  J.     I  heartily  concur  in   what  has  been  said 
by  my  Lord,  and  never  saw  so  clear  a  case. 

Gaselee  J.  declined  to  take  any  part,  having  been 
concerned  in  the  cause  while  at  the  bar. 


BosANQUET  J.  The  object  of  this  ejectment  is  to 
defeat  the  rule  which  has  been  consented  to  in  the  Court 
of  King^s  Bench.  The  proceedings  in  ejectment  being 
fictitious,  are  peculiarly  under  the  controul  of  the  Court, 
and  the  object  of  this  action  being  to  defeat  an  arrange- 
ment which  the  lessors  of  the  Plainlfiff  have  assented  to 
in  another  court,  we  are  justified  in  interfering. 

Rule  absolute  without  costs. 
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Denn  dem.  Nowell  v.  Roake.  Feb.  i6. 

nPHIS  cause  having  been  removed  by  a  writ  of  error  where  A.  A, 

from  the  Court  of  Common  Fleas  to  the  Court  of  •«>»«d  in  fee 
King's  Bench,  and  thence  to  the  House  of  Lords,  the  of  certX^re- 

opinion  of  all  the  Judges  (a)  Was  now  delivered  by  mises  in  the 

county  of  S»9 
•  and  tenant  for 

Alexander  C.  B.     My  Lords,  -—  There  is  no  differ-  ufe,  ^ith 

6Dce  of  opinion  among  the  Judges  in  this  cause.  power  of  ap- 

The  question  which  they  have  had  to  consider  in  deed  or  will 

pursuance  of  your  Lordships'  order,  is  expressed  in  these  of  the  other 

words:—  moiety,  de- 

vised  at 
Whether,  upon  the  &cts  stated  in  the  special  verdict  follows: 

in  this  case,  the  will  of  Sarah  Trymmer  operated  as  an       *^}  give  and 
execution  of  the  power  of  appointment  of  that  moiety  of  freehold  emtes 
the  tenements  in  Suney^  of  which  she  was  tenant  for  in  £.  and 
life,  with  the  power  of  appointment  stated  in  the  special  ^o""ty  ^  ^** 

*  t  *  'or  elsewhere, 

^''CWllCt.  to  my  nephew 

The  facts   stated  in  the  special  verdict,  which  it  is   /.i^.  forlifc, 
material  to  recollect,  are  these:— In  the  year  1749,  ^^izit  out  of  the 
estates,  one  moiety  of  which  is  now  in  question,  upon  rents  thereof, 

tbe  death  of  their  father,  Miles  Poole,  descended  upon  ^,^  ^®  ^^ 

.       time  to  time 

SaroA  the  wife  of  Thomas  Scotl,  and  Elizabeth  the  wife   j^eep  such 
of  Henry  Roake,  who  were  his  daughters  and  co-heirs,   estates  in  re- 
▼alidly  settled  to  the  following  uses  :  one  full  undivided  fh^J't^^jij  * 
moiety  to  the  use  of  TTiomas  Scott  for  life ;  the  remainder  not  operate  as 

to  the  use  of  Sarah  Scott  his  wife  for  life;  remainder  to  *?  c««cution 

of  the  power. 

the  use  of  such  person  or  persons,  and  tor  such  estate  but  passed 

that  moiety 
only  of  which 
{a)  For  the  case  at  length,  and  arguments,  see  5  B.  &  C  720.    testator  was 

%Bingb.j^9y.  seised  in  fee. 

and 
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and  estates,  as  the  said  SaroA  Scott^  whether  covert  or 
sole,  should  by  any  deed  or  writing  under  her  hand  and 
seal,  to  be  sealed  and  executed  in  the  presence  of  three 
or  more  credible  witnesses,  with  or  without  power  of 
revocation,  or  by  her  last  will  and  testament  in  writing, 
or  any  writing  purporting  to  be  her  last  will  and  testa- 
ment, to  be  by  her  subscribed  and  published  in  the 
presence  of  three  or  more  credible  witnesses,  from  time 
to  time  limit,  direct,  or  appoint;  and  for  want  of  ap- 
pointment, to  the  use  of  the  children  of  that  marriage; 
and  in  default  of  issue,  this  moiety  was  limited  to  Eliza- 
beih  Roake  for  her  life,  with  limitations  to  her  &miiy 
analogous  to  those  which  I  have  mentioned  respecting 
Sarah  Scott  and  her  family. 

The  other  undivided  moiety  was  limited  for  the  use 
of  Eliz.  Roake  for  life,  subject  to  limitations  exactly  of 
the  same  nature  and  description  with  those  I  have 
already  mentioned  as  to  the  preceding  moiety.  It  is 
unnecessary  to  detail  them.  Sarah  Scott  survived  her 
first  husband,  Thomas  Scott^  and  afterwards  intermarried 
with  one  John  Trymmer^  whom  she  also  survived. 

She  became  a^widow  the  second  time  in  1766.  In 
1775  she  purchased  the  other  undivided  moiety  from  the 
family  of  Roake*  By  deeds  dated  in  that  year,  that 
moiety  was  conveyed  to  make  a  tenant  to  precipe,  in 
order  to  the  suffering  of  a  common  recovery,  which 
recovery  it  was  declared  should  enure  to  the  use  of 
Henry  Roake  for  life,  with  remainder  to  Sarah  Trymmer^ 
the  widow,  in  fee.  Henry  Roake  died  in  1777,  and  by 
his  death  Sarah  Trymmer  came  into  the  possession  of 
that  undivided  moiety.  From  this  time,  therefore,  to 
the  time  of  her  death,  she  had  the  absolute  and  entire 
interest  in  that  undivided  moiety  of  the  estate  which 
had  been  originally  by  the  deeds  of  1750  limited  to  the 
family  of  Roake;  and  as  to  her  own  moiety,  her  first 

husband. 
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fansbandi   Thomas  Scotty  being  dead,  she  was  tenant  for       16S0. 
life  of  it,  with  power  of  appointment  or  authority  before    /^'^  -  ' 
particularly  stated,  and  in  default  of  appointment  the      Nowbll 
estates  stood  limited  to  the  several  uses  I  have  also  v* 

before  stated. 

Such  were  the  rights,  interests,  and  authorities  which 
were  vested  in  Sarah  Trymmer  when  she  made  the  will 
to-  which  the  question  put  by  your  Lordships  refers. 

That  will  is  dated  on  the  6th  of  June  178S,  has  all 
tbe  solemnities  required  by  the  deed  of  1750,  creating 
tbe  power,  and  is,  so  far  as  respects  this  subject,  in  the 
following  words :  —  "  I  hereby  give  and  devise  all  my 
freehold  estates  in  the  city  of  London  and  county  of 
Surrejfj  or  elsewhere,  to  my  nephew  John  Roake,  for  his 
life,  on  condition  that  out  of  the  rents  thereof,  he  do 
from  time  to  time  keep  such  estates  in  proper  and  tenant- 
able  repair;  and  on  the  decease  of  my  said  nephew  John 
Boakej  I  devise  all  my  estates,  subject  to  and  chargeable 
with  the  payment  of  SO/,  a  year  to  Ann^  the  wife  of  the 
•aid  John  Roakcj  for  her  life,  by  even  quarterly  pay^ 
ments  to  and  among  his  children  lawfully  begotten, 
equally,  at  the  age  of  twenty-one,  and  their  heirs  as 
tenants  in  common ;  But  if  only  one  child  shobld  live 
to  attain  such  age,  to  him  or  her,  or  his  or  her  heirs, 
at  his  or  her  age  of  twenty-one.  And  in  case  my  said 
nephew  John  Roake^  should  die  without  issue,  or  such 
lawful  issue  should  die  before  twenty-one,  then  I  devise 
all  the  said  estates,  chargeable  with  such  annuity  of  SO/, 
a  year  to  the  said  Ann  Roake  for  her  life  in  manner 
aforesaid,  to  and  among  my  nephews  and  nieces  Miiesj 
Thomas,  John,  James,  and  Sarah  Pinfold,  and  Susanah 
Longman,  or  such  of  them  as  shall  be  then  livings  and 
their  heirs  and  assigns  for  ever/' 

My  Lords,  we  are  of  opinion  that  this  devise  is  not 
an  execution  of  the  authority  given  to  Sarah  Trymmer 

VoL-VL  Kk  by 
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Uy  the  settlemeDt  of  1 750.  There  are  many  caaea  u] 
this  subjecty  and  there  is  hardly  any  subject  upon  wbidifc 
the  principles  appear  to  have  been  stated  with  qmntq 
uniformity,  or  acted  upon  with  more  constancy.  They 
begin  with  Sir  Edward  Clerks  case,  in  the  reign  of 
Queen  Elizabeth^  to  be  found  in  the  sixth  report,  apd 
are  continued  down  to  the  present  time;  and  I  may 
venture  to  say;  that  in  no  instance  has  a  power  or 
authority  been  considered  as  executed  unless  by  some 
reference  to  the  power  or  authority,  or  to  the  {MroperQF 
which  was  the  subject  of  it,  or  unless  the  provision  made 
by  the  person  entrusted  with  the  power  would  have 
been  ineffectual  —  would  have  had  nothing  to  operate 
upon,  except  it  were  considered  as  an  execution  of  such 
power  or  authority. 

In  this  case  there  is  no  reference  to  the  power,  th^«i 
is  no  reference  to  the  subject  of  the  power,  and  there  is 
sufficient  estate  to  answer  the  devise  without  calling  in 
the  aid  of  the  undivided  moiety  now  in  question.  All 
the  words  are  satisfied  by  the  undivided  moiety  of  which 
she  was  the  owner  in  fee. 

It  is  said  that  the  present  is  a  question  of  intention, 
and  so  perhaps  it  is.  But  there  are  many  cases  of  in- 
tention^  where  the  rules  by  which  the  intention  is  to  be 
ascer^ined  are  fixed  and  settled. 

It  '^(qjuld  be  extremely  dangerous  to  depart  from  these 
rules,  in  favour  of  loose  speculation  respecting  intention 
in  the  particular  case. 

It  is,  therefore,  that  the  wisest  Judges  have  thought 
proper  to  adiiere  to  the  rules  I  have  mentioned,  in 
opposition  to  what  they  evidently  thought  the  probable 
intention  in  the  particular  case  before  them. 

I  will  refer  to  one  only,  to  Jones  v.  Tucker  (a)  before 


{a)   %  Mer,  533. 


»\T 
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Sir  WiUiam  Grant.  In  that  case  a  person  bad  power 
ta  appoint  100/.  by  her  will;  she  bequeathed  100/.  to 
the  Plainti£P,  and,  it  is  said,  had  nothing  but  a  few 
articles  of  furniture  of  her  own  to  answer  the  beqnest. 

The  language,  which,  according  to  the  reporter,  Sir 
W*  Grant  used  was  this,  ^*  In  my  own  private  opinion, 
I  think  the  intention  was  to  give  the  100/.  which  the 
testatrix  had  a  power  to  dispose  of,  but  I  do  not  con- 
ceive that  I  can  judicially  declare  it  to  have  been 
executed." 

The  only  circumstance  that  has  been  pointed  out  as 
furnishing  evidence  of  the  testatrix's  intending  to  exe- 
cute the  power  in  question,  is  the  condition  annexed  to 
the  devise  to  John  Roake  the  devisee  for  life,  viz.  that  he 
shouldj  out  of  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  devised  premises^ 
keep  them  in  tenantable  repair, 

I  say  this  is  the  only  circumstance,  because  it  has  been 
fixed  by  many  cases,  that  using  the  words  *^  my  estates," 
although  the  subject  of  the  power  might  have  been  at 
one  period  the  property  of  the  person  to  exercise  it, 
will  not  be  considered  as  an  execution  of  the  power. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  direction  respecting  the 
repairs  has  no  effect  in  proving,  according  to  the  au- 
thorities, that  this  testatrix  meant  to  execute  her  authority 
over  the  undivided  moiety  of  this  estate. 

It  appears  to  us  that  this  would  be  to  contradict  that 
long  list  of  decisions  to  which  I  have  referred,  and  would 
be  to  indulge  an  uncertain  speculation  in  opposition  to 
positive  rules. 

There  is  no  incongruity  in  directing  a  tenant  for  life 
of  an  undivided  moiety  to  keep  his  share  of  the  premises 
in  repair.  A  person  with  such  an  interest  is  not  without 
remedies  for  enforcing  repairs,  and  at  the  worst  the 
devise  would  make  him  liable  as  against  the  remainder- 
man for  dilapidation. 
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It  seems,  therefore,  to  my  Brothers  as  well  as  to 
myself,  that  the  question  which  your  Lordships  bare 
been  pleased  to  put  to  us  should  be  answered  in  the 
negative,  and  that  the  will  of  Sarah  Trymmer  did  Bot 
operate  as  an  execution  of  her  power. 

Judgment  of  die  C!ourt  of  King's  Bench 
aflSrmed. 


MEMORANDA. 

Mr.  Justice  Burrough  having  resigned,  Mr.  Serjeant 
Bosanquef  was  appointed  a  Judge  of  this  Court,  and  took 
his  seat  on  the  Sd  of  February. 


The  first  of  the  three  general  rules,  ante^  p.  847.,  was 
sent  to  the  reporter  by  mistake,  and  never  received  the 
ultimate  sanction  of  the  Court. 


END   OF   HILARY  TERM. 
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AND 
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Easter  Term, 
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.    In  the  Eleventh  Year  of  the  Reign  of  George  IV. 


Wood  v.  Adam.  Jprit%^. 


npHE  declaration  stated,  that  the  Plaintiff»  before  the  Defendant 

time  of  the  committinff  the  irrieYances  by  the  De-         .      ' 
*  o  o  .f  certain  oranges 

fendant  thereinafter  mentioned,  had  been  and  was  a  fruit-  of  /.  P,\ 

broker  and  the  business  of  a  fruit-broker  exercised  and  would  not 

carried  on  with  great  credit  and  integrity,  to  wit,  at  m  if  pudntiff 

London;    that   certain    oranges   of  and   belonging  to  hadnot»be- 

.  certain  persons  under  the  style  or  firm  of  Messrs.  John  *"*    *ted** 

Pirie  and  Company,  had  recently,  before  the  committing  report  that 

of  the  said  grievances  by  the  Defendant  as  next  men-  '^''^  '"^^ 

°  "*  three  or  four 

cargoes  of  oranges  then  coming  to  market ;  whereupon  J.  P,  discontinued  employing 

the  Plaintiff  as  he  had  before  been  wont : 

.  Plaintiff  thereupon  sued  Defendant  for  injuring  him,  by  stating  that  Plaintiff  had 

-caused  the  loss  on  /.  P*s  oranges,  by  propagating  a  report  that  be  {Plaintiff)  had 

three  or  four  cargoes  of  oranges  coming  to  market : 

Held,  a  fatal  variance. 

Vol.  VI.  LI  tioned, 


488 


CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 


18S0. 


tioned,  been  sold  and  disppsed  of  for  the  account  of  the 
said  Messrs.  J.  Pirie  and  Co.,  at  and  for,  certain  prices 
unsatisfactory  to  the  said  Messrs.  J.  Pirie  and  Co.,  to 
wit,  at,  &c.,  to  wit,  in  a  certain  sale-room  or  premises 
there;  and  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at^ 
&c.  in  a  certain  discourse  which  the  Defendant  then 
and  there  held  with  John  Pirie  (then  and  there  being 
one  of  the  persons  so  trading  under  the  said  s^le 
or  firm),  of  and  concerning  the  said  sales  of  the 
said  oranges,  and  of  and  concerning  the  cause  of  the 
same  not  having  fetched  better  prices,  the  Defendant 
then  and  there  maliciously  contriving  and  intending  to 
prejudice  and  injure  the  Plaintiff  in  the  way  of  his 
business,  and  to  deprive  him  of  the  confidence  and 
good  opinion  of  the  said  Messrs.  «7.  Pirie  and  Co., 
and  to  cause  the  last-mentioned  persons  to  believe  that 
the  said  Plaintiff  had  been  the  cause  of  the  same  not 
having  fetched  better  prices  on  the  occasion  aforesaid, 
did  then  and  there  falsely,  deceitfully,  and  maliciously 
pretend  and  represent  to  the  said  John  Pirie,  that  the 
Plaintiff  had  circulated  a  report  in  the  sale-room,  when 
and  where  the  said  oranges  were  selling,  that  ^^,  the 
Plaintiff^  then  had  three  or  four  vessels  laden  with 
oranges  between  Gravesend  and  London^  and  that  the 
said  report  had  injured  the  said  sale  of  the  said  oranga 
of  them  the  said  Messrs. «/.  Pirie  and  Co.:  whereas  the 
Plaintiff,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  did  not  circulate  or  cause 
to  be  circulated,  a  report  in  the  sale-room  when  and 
where  the  said  oranges  were  selling  as  aforesaid,  oar 
otherwise  howsoever,  that  he,  the  Plaintifi^  then  had 
three  or  four  vessels  laden  with  oranges,  or  any  vessel 
or  vessels  laden  with  oranges  between  GraoesenduA 
Landonj  and,  whereas  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  was  not 
reported  at  or  during  the  said  sale,  that  the  Plaintiff 
had  three  or  four  vessels  laden  with  oranges  between 
Gravesend  and  London,  or  that  he  had  any  vessel  or 

vessek 


IN  TWt  ElEVSNTH  YbjlK.  OF  GEXX  IV. 


483, 


vessels  sa  laden  as  aforesaid  between  Graveseiul  and 
Lomiony  as  the  Defendant  during  all  that  time  well 
knew.  By  means  of  which  said  several  deceitful  and 
malicious  representations  and  pretences  of  the  Defend<p> 
i^nt,  the  said  Messrs.  J.  Pirie  and  Co.  then  and  there 
believing  the  same  to  be  true^  were  then  and  there  in- 
duced to  suspect  and  believe,  and  did  in  fact  suspect  and 
believe  that  the  Plaintiff  had  maliciously  made  or  au- 
thorized the  said  report  as  to  his,^  the  Plaintiff's,  having 
three  or  four  vessels  laden  with  oranges  between  Graves- 
end  and  London^  and  had  thereby  maliciously  prejudiced 
the  said  sale  of  them,  the  said  Messrs.  J,  Pirie  and  Co.'s 
said  oranges,  and  been  the  cause  of  their  not  having 
fetched  better  prices  on  the  occasion  aforesaid,  and 
thereby  the  said  Messrs.  J,  Pirie  and  Co.  were  then 
and  there  induced  to  discontinue,  and  did,  in  &ct» 
accordingly  then  and  there  discontinue,  and  hitherto 
bad  discontinued  dealing  with  the  Plaintiff  as  they, 
theretofore  had  been  used  to  deal,  and  but  for  the 
premises  in  that  count  mentioned,  still  would  have  dealt 
with  him  in  the  way  of  his  business  of  a  fruit-broker ; 
and  the  Plaintiff  had  thereby  lost  divers  profits  and 
emoluments,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  100/.,  which  he 
otherwise  would  have  acquired  from  being  so  dealt  with 
as  theretofore  by  said  Messrs.  «7.  Pirie  and  Co, ;  and  the 
Plaintiff  had  been,  and  was  by  means  of  the  premises  in 
that  count  mentioned,  brought  into  great  scandal  and 
discredit  in  the  way  of  his  said  business,  and  had  been 
•nd  was  thereby  otherwise  greatly  injured  and  damnified, 
to  wit,  at,  &c. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  London  sittings  aftec 
Hilary  term,  the  language  of  the  Defendant  in  repeating 
the  assertion  which  he  alleged  the  Plaintiff  to  have 
made,  in  order  to  injure  the  sale  of  Pirie*s  fruit,  was 
proved  to  have  been :  — "  The  prices  could  not  have 
been  so  unsatisfactory,  if  the  Plaintiff  had  not  before 
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the  sale  propagated  a  report  that  there  V)ere  three  of 
four  cargoes  of  oranges  coining  up  firom  GravesendJ* 

Whereupon  the  Plaintiff  was  nonsuited,  the  Chief 
Justice  thinking  the  variance  material. 


Wilde  Seijt.  now  moved  to  set  aside  the  nonsuit,  on 
the  ground  that  as  this  was  not  an  action  of  slander, 
but  to  recover  damages  for  the  consequences  of  a  mis* 
representation,  it  was  sufficient  if  the  misrepresentation 
were  proved  to  be  one  which  would  have  had  the  same 
effect  as  that  set  out  in  the  declaration,  and  that  the 
precise  language  in  which  it  was  conveyed  was  not 
materia.  The  gist  of  the  action  was  the  injury  done 
to  the  Plaintiff,  by  the  Defendant's  having  imputed  to 
him,  that  with  a  view  to  injure  the  sale  of  Pirie  and 
Co/s  fruit,  he  had  alleged  that  more  fruit  ships  were 
coming  to  market  Such  a  statement  would  doubtless 
have  been  calculated  to  prevent  a  purchase  of  fruit,  but 
the  naming  the  owner  of  the  ships  would  not  have  made 
any  difference  in  the  effect  produced,  and  therefore  it 
was  immaterial  whether  the  name  of  the  owner  formed 
part  of  the  statement  or.  not.  In  like  manner,  in  an 
action  for  a  tort  committed  during  the  performance  of 
a  contract,  the  precise  terms  of  the  contract  are  not 
material,  and  a  variance  in  that  respect  is  not  fatal. 
Ditcham  v.  Chivis  {a) ;  and  the  cases  there  cited. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  appeared  to  me  that  this  action  was 
in  substance  an  action  for  words  spoken  of  the  Plaintiff 
in  his  trade,  in  consequence  of  which  Pirie  and  Co. 
had  declined  to  employ  him,  as  they  otherwise  would 
have  done,  and  that  it  ought  to  be  governed  by  the 
rules  which  apply  to  actions  of  that  kind.  One  of  those 
rules  is,  that  the  Plaintiff  is  not  to  charge  the  Defendant 


(a)  4  BingJb.  706. 


with 
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with  having  employed  language  of  greater  mah'gnity 
than  that  which  he  actually  used,  because  the  damages 
must  often  depend  on  the  form  of  the  expression. 

The  words  complained  of  by  the  Plaintiff  in  this  case^ 
as  imputed  to  him  by  the  Defendant,  were, — ^^  That  he 
had  three  or  four  cargoes  of  oranges  on  the  way  from 
GravesendJ*  Now,  if  he  had  made  such  a  statement,  it 
must  have  been  false  within  his  own  knowledge,  and 
much  more  culpable  than  a  general  statement,  the  ac- 
curacy of  which  he  might  not  have  had  the  means  of 
ascertaining.  But  the  witnesses  prove  only  that  the 
Defendant  alleged  the  Plainti£P  to  have  given  out  that 
there  were  three  or  four  ships  coming  up  with  friiit,  not 
that  the  Plaintiff  himself  had  that  number  of  ships 
eoming  up. 
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Park  J.  I  do  not  impeach  the  rule  acted  on  in 
DUcham  v.  Chivisj  and  though  this  is  in  effect  an  action 
of  slander,  there  would  perhaps  have  been  no  ground 
Sot  complaint  if  the  words  proved  had  been  the  same  in 
substance  and  effect  as  those  laid  in  the  declaration. 
But  the  importance  of  the  statement  alleged  to  have  ; 
been  made  by  the  Plaintiff  hinged  on  the  assertion  that 
he  himself  had  vessels  coming  up  with  fruit 

Gaselee  J.  I  think  the  nonsuit  is  right;  for  it  is 
:vcry  different  whether  the  Plaintiff  were  represented  as 
having  spoken  of  his  own  knowledge,  or  merely  on 
general  report. 

BosANQUET  J.  The  statement  proved  varies  in  a 
material  point  from  that  set  out  in  the  declaration,  which 
contains  a  charge  of  a  very  different  description.  I 
think,  therefore,  the  nonsuit  was  right. 

Rule  refused. 
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April  %^.      Dance,  provisiooal  Assignee  of  Shepherd,  an 

Insolvent,  r.  Wyatt, 

The  sixteenth  "O  Y  the  insolvent  debtors*  act,  7  G.  4.  r.  57.  »•  16.,  it 

section  of  the  -^  ^^ckred,  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  provisional 

which  declares  assignee  to  sue  in  his  own  name^  it  the  comt  appointed 

that  it  shall  be  \yy  ^j^g  g^t  shall  SO  order,  "for  the  recovery,  obtaininj^ 

provisional  as-  ®^^  enforcing  of  any  estate,  debts,  effects,  or  rights  of 
signee  of  the      any  prisoner,  &c 

S^Tcourt  '^^  Plaintiff  bemg  provisional  assignee  of  the  In- 
to sue  in  his  solvent  Debtors'  Court,  this  action  of  trover  was  brought 
own  name  for  j^  jjjg  name,  under  the  following  order  of  the  Court,  to 
insolvents  if  ^^X  '^^  validity  of  a  commission  of  bankrupt  which  had 
the 'court  shall  been  issued  against  Shepherd  previously  to  fats  petitionii^ 
so  order,  is       ^^  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court 

only  amrm- 

ative  of  the  ^  Pursuant  to  the  act  for  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors 

provUional  as-  in  England :  — 

S  he'iSJ^'        "  The  Court  for  Relief  of  Insolvent  Debtors,  on  the 

sue  with  or       9th  day  of  December  1828  :  — 

wiAout  such         «  jjj  ^^  ^^^^j.  ^f  ^^g  petition  of  Thomas  Shepherd,  an 

insolvent  debtor,  lately  a  prisoner  in  the  King's  Bench 
prison :  -*- 

^  Upon  application  of  the  said  insolvent  debtor,  and 
on  reading  his  affidavit,  and  also  on  reading  the  consent 
of  Hemy  Dance^  gentleman,  provisional  assignee,  it  is 
ordered,  that  the  said  provisional  assignee,  upon  receiv- 
ing a  satisfactory  indemnity,  be  at  liba*ty  to  permit  an 
action  to  be  brought  in  his  name  against  Andrew  John 
Nash  and  Thomas  fVyattj  mentioned  in  the  said  affi- 
davit." 

The  declaration  commenced  as  follows: — ^^  ThonuiS 
Wyatt  the  Defendant,  and  Andrew  John  Nash  were  at- 


order. 
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tBched  to  answer  Hetiry  Dance^  the  Plaintiff  in  this  suit, 
and  provisional  assignee  of  the  court  for  the  relief  oS 
insolvent  debtors,  and  of  the  estate  and  effects  of  Thomas 
Shepherdj  late  of  Claremont  Row^  PentonfoiUe^  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex^  heretofore  an  insolvent  debtor,  and 
discharged  from  imprisonment  in  pursuance  of  an  act 
of  parliament  made  in  the  seventh  year  of  the  reign  of 
his  present  majesty,  entitled,  ^  An  act  to  amend  and 
consolidate  the  laws  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors  ia 
England^*  by  order  of  the  same  Court  in  that  behalf 
duly  made,  of  a  plea  of  trespass  on  the  case." 

The  insolvent,,  in  his  petition,  had  described  himself 
as  of  Claremont  Bow^  Pentonville^  merchant  and  bank- 
rupt. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintiff, 


1680. 


Taddy  Seijt.  moved  to  set  it  aside  and  enter  a  non- 
suit,  on  the  ground  that,  under  the  sixteenth  section  of 
the  act,  the  Plaintiff,  as  provisional  assignee,  was  not 
entitled  to  sue  unless  it  appeared  by  the  order  of  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  that  the  Court  had  granted 
snch  order  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion,  upon  inves- 
tigating the  circumstances  of  the  case :  that  the  present 
order  directed  the  provisional  assignee  to  permit  an 
action  to  be  brought,  while  the  act  directed  that  the  as* 
signee  himself  should  sue :  and  that  it  was  not  competent 
to  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  to  direct  an  action  to  be 
brought  for  the  purpose  of  impeaching  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  commissioners  of  bankrupt,  the  bankruptcy  jurist 
diction  appearing  to  be  preferred  by  the  legislature 
whenever  the  two  jurisdictions  may  be  found  to  clash ; 
as  by  the  sixth  section  of  the  6  G.  4.  c.  16.,  where  the 
filing  a  declaration  of  insolvency  is  allowed  to  be  treated 
as  an  act  of  bankruptcy.  The  objection  particularly 
applied  in  the  present  case,  where  the  insolvent  had  in 
his  petition  described  himself  as  a  bankrupt. 

LI  *  He 
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Wyatt. 


He  also  moved  on  the  ground  that  the  verdict  was 
contrary  to  evidence  as  to  the  trading  of  the  insolvent. 

The  C!ourt  adjourned  the  case  to  look  into  the  deci- 
flions,  and  now 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  siEud, — Upon  looking  into  the  cases,  we 
lliink  this  rule  ought  not  to  be  granted. 

Three  objections  have  been  taken  to  the  verdict. 
First,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  no  authority  to  sue  without 
a  direct  order  from  the  Insolvent  Debtoi^'  Court,  ob- 
tained upon  a  consideration  of  the  circumstances  of  the 
case.  But,  upon  looking  at  the  statute,  we  think  the 
assignment  itself  would  primA  facte  give  the  Plaintiff  a 
right  to  sue ;  and  the  language  of  the  sixteenth  section 
seems  to  be  only  affirmative,  and  not  to  interfere  with 
the  assignee's  primd  Jade  right  And  this  point  has  in 
effect  been  decided  in  Doe  d.  Clark  v.  Spencer  (a),  where 
this  Court  held,  that  the  order  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors* 
Court  need  not  be  given  in  evidence  at  the  trial.  And 
although  that  was  a  decision  on  a  former  statute^  yet  the 
language  in  both  statutes  is  the  same. 

The  second  objection  is,  that  the  Insolvent  Debtors' 
Court  is  not  competent  to  institute  proceedings  for  the 
purpose  of  impeaching  the  jurisdiction  of  the  commis* 
sioners  of  bankrupt. 

But  this  objection  assumes  that  the  insolvent  has  been 
a  bankrupt,  which  is  the  very  point  in  dispute. 

The  evidence  as  to  the  trading  was  fully  left  to  ^e 
jury,  and  we  have  no  reason  to  be  dissatisfied  with  the 
conclusion  to  which  they  have  come. 

Rule  refused^ 


(a)  3  Bingb.  203. 
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Lloyd  v.  Wigney  and  Others.  Maj  3. 


T^HE  fourth  count  of  the  declaration   stated,   That  By  the  BHgb^ 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  the  griev-  '^'^  improvc- 
ances  thereinafter  next  mentioned,  the  PJaintiff  was  law-  ^ion,  for  any 
fully  possessed  of  a  certain  messuage,  dwelling-house,  and  injury  done  by 
jitabling,  with  the  appurtenances  thereto  belonging,  called  ^  *  commM- 
the  New  Ship  Inn^  situate  and  being  in  Ship  Street  in  the  act,  are  to 

the  parish  of  Brighthelmstone,  in  the  county  of  Sussex  /  ^.  fought 
...  °  .  "^  within  SIX 

which  said  messuage,  dwelling-house,  and  appurtenances,  months  after 

he  the  said  Plaintiff  used  and  occupied  as  an  inn  for  the  '^  ^^g 
xeception,  lodging,  and  entertainment  of  travellers  and      .j^^  j^^ 
Others  putting  up  and  abiding  therein,  and  the  business  fendants,  pro- 
of an  innkeeper  used,  exercised,  and  carried  on  therein,  ^f®^  "°<^Jf 

,  .  that  act  to  dig 

to  wit,  at,  &c.     Yet  the  said  Defendants,  well  knowing  a8ewer,crack- 
the  premises,  but  contriving  and  intending  to  injure  and  ^  '^«  "^^ 
aggrieve  the  said  Plaintiff  in  the  use,  occupation,  and  ^>,  }^^^^ .' 
enjoyment  of  the  said  messuage,   dwelling-house,  and  Held,  that  the 
stabling,  with  the  appurtenances,  theretofore,  to  wit,  on    •  ^  r  *  .• 
the  19th  of  Febnuzry  1828,  and  on  divers  other  days  was  limited  to 
|ind  times  between  that  day  and  the  day  of  the  com-  "*  months 
mencement  of  that  suit,  at,  &c.,  wrongtuily  and   un-  ^^  ^Yiizh,  the 
justly,  without  leave  or  licence  of,  and  against  the  will  crack  was  oc- 
of  the  said  Plaintiff,  did,  by  divers  wrongful  and  im-  ^'^  ^^_ 
proper  acts,  and  otherwise,  wrongfully  and  injuriously  tinue  for  as 

cause  and  procure  the  foundation  and  walls,  and  other  ™8f  *  ^'"^  *• 

.  _  the  crack  con- 

parts  of  the  said  messuage,  dwelling-house,  and   pre-  tinned. 

xnises,  to  sink,  bilge,  and  become  cracked,  injured,  and 

broken,  and  in  danger  of  falling,  and  the  said  messuage 

and  dwelling-house,  and  premises,  then  and  there  be* 

came  and  were  rendered  unfit  for  habitation  for  a  long 

•pace  of  time,  to  wit,  from  the  day  and  year  aforesaid, 

hitherto ; 


190  CASES  IN  EASTER  TERM 

ISSO.  hitherto;  and  by  inean%  of  the  premises  the  said  Plain- 
tifF  had  been  forced  and  obliged  to  pay,  lay  out,  and 
expend,  and  had  paid,  laid  out,  and  expended,  divers 
large  sums  of  money,  amounting  in  the  whole  to  the 
sum  of  500/.  of  like  lawful  money,  in  repdring,  sup- 
porting, and  amending  the  foundation,  walls,  and  other 
parts  of  the  said  messuage,  dwelling-house,  and  pre- 
mises ;  and  also  during  all  the  time  aforesaid,  the  said 
Plaintiff,  his  family  and  guests  residing  in  the  said  mes- 
suage, were  greatly  disturbed  and  incommoded ;  and  also 
by  means  of  the  premises,  divers  persons,  who,  at  the 
time  of  the  committing  the  grievance  last  aforesaid,  were 
boarding,  lodging,  and  residing  in  the  said  messuage  and 
dwelling-house  and  premises,  of  the  said  Plaintifi^  to  the 
great  gains  and  profits  ot  the  said  Plaintiff,  lefk  and 
quitted  the  same ;  and  also  by  means  of  the  premises,  the 
said  Plaintiff  had  been  gready  injured  in  his  business  of 
an  innkeeper,  having  lost  the  custom  and  employment 
of  divers,  to  wit,  of  100  travellers  and  guests  who  would 
otherwise  have  employed  said  Plaintiff  in  his  said  trade 
and  business,  and  put  up,  resided,  and  lodged,  at  the 
said  premises  of  the  said  Plaintiff,  to  the •  great  gains, 
profits,  and  advantage  of  the  said  Plaintiff,  to  wit, 
at,  &c. 

At  the  trial  before  Gasdee  J.,  Sussex  Summer  assizes 
'  1829,  it  appeared  xhat  the  Defendant  ^^i^,  as  trea- 
surer, and  the  other  Defendants  asx  surveyor  and  con- 
tractors, under  an  act  for  the  improvement  of  the  town 
of  Brighton^  had,  for  the  purpose  of  making  a  sewer, 
dug  a  trench  twenty-seven  feet  deep  in  the  street  where 
the  Plaintiff's  house  stood.  The  soil  being  of  a  friable 
nature,  and  the  Defendants  not  having  supported  the  sides 
of  the  trench  with  struts  across,  the  foundation  of  the 
house  sank,  and  the  walls  cracked,  although  they  had 
been  shored  up  by  the  Defendants.  All  this  had  taken 
place  previously  to  the  6th  of  April  1828.     The  Plamtiff 

com- 
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commenced  Ins  action  on  the  6t!h  of  October  in  tbttt  yeais 
after  giving  the  Defendants  the  following  notice:-— 
"To  WiUiam  Wigney,  Anum  Wilds,  WUliam  Lam- 
bertf  senior,  and  William  Lambert^  junior.  —  I  do  hereby 
give  you  notice  that,  at  or  shortly  after  the  expiration  of 
fourteen  days  from  the  time  of  your  being  served  with 
this  notice,  I  shall  commence  an  action  in  the  Court  of 
Comrmon  Pleas  against  you,  to  recover  damages  for  the 
injury  I  have  sustained  by  reason  of  your  wrongful  acts, 
to  wit,  that  you  did  sometime  in  the  mdnths  of  Fe^ 
bruan/f  March^  and  Aprils  now  last  past,  by  yourselves, 
your  servants  or  workmen,  make,  alter,  cut,  dig,  work, 
and  enlarge,  divers  sewers,  gutters,  drains,  and  ditches, 
in  and  under  a  certain  street  in  the  town  df  Brighthelm^ 
stone^  in  the  county  of  Sussex^  commonly  known  by  the 
name  of  Ship  Street^  near  to  and  under  a  certain  mes- 
suage or  dwelling-house,  stabling  and  premises,  in  my 
tenure  and  occupation  as  an  inn,  commonly  known  by 
die  name  of  the  New  l^ip  Inn,  situate  and  being  in 
Ship  Street  aforesaid,  in  so  negligent,  incautious,  im- 
provident, and  improper  a  manner,  that  certain  of  the 
ifralls  of  the  said  messuage  and  premises  sank  and 
cracked,  and  the  said  messuage  and  premises  generally 
became  and  were  greatly  endangered,  and  otherwise 
injured,  and  by  reason  thereof,  certain  persons  then 
using  the  said  messuage  and  premises  as  such  inn  as 
aforesaid  immediately  quitted  the  same,  and  divers  other 
persons  have  since  omitted  to  use  the  said  messuage  and 
premises  as  such  inn  as  aforesaid,  who  would  have 
irequented  and  used  the  same  but  for  the  damage  occa- 
sioned in  manner  above  mentioned ;  and  also  that  you 
did,  by  yourselves,  your  servants  or  woiicmen,  after  the 
sinking  and  cracking  of  the  walls  as  aforesaid,  so  insuffi- 
ciently, imprudently,  and  unskilfully  shore  up  and  sup- 
portthe  said  messuage  and  premises,  that  I  have  been  for 
many  months  deprived  of  so  ftiU  and  beneficial  an  en- 
joyment and  occupation  thereof  as  I  ought  to  and  other* 

wise 
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18S0.  wise  should  have  had,  and  by  reason  of  the  above  pre* 

:*  ^  mises  I  have  suffered  great  loss  and  damage. 

^.  **  Dated  this  1 9th  of  September  1 828. 

WiGNCT.  (Signed)  ♦*  David  Lloyd.'* 

The  Defendants  had,  in  the  outset,  given  the  Plaintiff 
notice  of  their  intention  to  construct  a  sewer. 

The  Plaintiff  proved,*  that  subsequently  to  the  6th  of 
Aprils  he  was  inconvenienced'  by  the  shores  preventing 
free  access  to  his  house.  The  crack  in  his  wall  was  not 
repaired  until  after  that  day. 

The  255tli  section  of  the  Brighton  act,  6  G.  4.  c.  179., 
having  enacted  that  actions  against  persons  proceeding 
under  the  act  shall  be  brought  within  six  calendar  months 
after  the  matter  or  thing  done^  and  that  notice  shall  be 
given  to  the  commissioners  appointed  under  the  act  of  the 
ground  of  action,  it  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the  De- 
fendants, that  the  action  had  been  commenced  too  late; 
that  there  had  been  no  proof  of  any  of  the  injuries  specified 
in  the  notice  to  the  treasurer  having  been  experienced 
within  six  months ;  that  there  was  no  count  in  the  de- 
claration  applicable  to  the  injury  alleged  to  have  been 
occasioned  by  the  prevention  of  access ;  that  the  notice 
ought  to  have  been  addressed  to  the  commissioners,  or  to 
the  treasurer  in  his  character  of  treasurer ;  and  that  the 
action  did  not  lie  for  the  Plaintiff,  who  ought,  upon 
receiving  notfce  of  the  commissioners'  intentions,  to  have 
taken  precautions  for  the  safety  of  his  own  house. 

The  learned  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury  to  say.  Whe- 
ther there  had  been  negligence  in  the  commissioners; 
whether  they  had  given  notice  of  their  intentions  as  to 
the  sewer;  and  whether  the  access  to  the  Plaintiff's 
house  had  been  obstructed  subsequently  to  the  6th  of 
April. 

The  jury  found  for  the  Plaintiff  100/.  damages,  and 
that  the  access  had  been  obstructed  subsequently  to  the 
£th  of  ApriL 

Wilde 
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fVilde  Serjt^  pursuant  to  leave  reserved,  obtained, 
upon  the  objections  advanced  at  the  trial,  a  rule  nisi  to 
set  aside  the  verdict,  and  enter  a  nonsuit 

Teuldy  Serjt  shewed  cause  on  all  the  points ;  but  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  is  confined  to  the  question  of  time. 

The  action  was  brought  in  time ;  for  the  thing  donej 
in  the  language  of  the  statute,  is  the  injury  to  the 
Plaintiff  as  long  as  it  continues ;  and  the  Plaintiff  has 
six  months  from  the  time  the  injury  has  ceased.  The 
Plaintiff's  wall  was  cracked,  and  his  foundation  dis- 
turbed, and  as ,  long  as  the  cracks  continued,  he  was 
entitled  to  bring  his  action.  But  at  all  events  the  ob- 
struction to  access  was  within  the  six  months,  and  that 
is  an  injury  comprehended  in  the  language  of  the  fourth 
count  of  the  declaration,  and  in  the  notice  given  to  the 
treasurer.  The  fourth  count  of  the  declaration,  on 
which  the^  Plaintiff  relies,  alleges  that  the  Defendants 
^  did  by  divers  wrongful  and  improper  acts,  and  other- 
wise, wrongfully  and  injuriously  cause,  and  procure  the 
foundation  and  walls,  and  other  parts  of  the  said  mes- 
suage, dwelling-house,  and  premises,  to  sink,  bilge,  and 
become  cracked,  injured,  and  broken,  and  in  danger  of 
fidlihg ;  and  the  said  messuage  and  dwelling-house,  and 
premises,  then  and  there  became  and  were  rendered  unfit 
for  habitation  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  from  the 
day  and  year  aforesaid  hitherto;  that  during  all  the 
times  aforesaid,  the  said  Plaintiff,  his  family,  and  guests 
residing  in  the  said  messuage,  were  greatly  disturbed 
and  incommoded ;  and  that  by  means  of  the  premises 
the  said  Plaintiff  had  been  greatly  injured  in  his 
business  of  an  innkeeper,  having  lost  the  custom  and 
employment  of  divers,  to  wit,  of  100  travellers  and 
guests,  who  would  otherwise  have  employed  said  Plain- 
tiff in  his  said  trade  and  business,  and  put  up,  resided, 

and  lodged  at  the  said  premises  of  the  said  Plaintiff." 

The 
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1850.  Tlie  I>efeBdaiila»  hj  fluting  tlift  dnores.  against  the 

Plaintiff's  house,  admit  that  they  httve.  occasioned  the 
subsidence  of  the  walls,  and  that  they  ave  responaible 
for  the  consequences ;  and  all  the  ensuing  mischief  is 
comprehended  in  the  ii^tirj  to  the  wall,,  whidi  is  the 
original  cause  of  the  obstruction^  It  ia  not  neceasaijr. 
that  the  notice  should  be  drawn  np  with  minute  pre- 
cision. In  Jones  v»  Bird  {m\  the  notice  ascribed  the 
vajury  to  the  digging  of  a  drun,  whereas  the  imaiediata 
cause  of  iii|ary  was  the  falling  of  chimm^  occasioned 
by  the  digging  of  the  drain. 

Wikkf  {Andrews  Seijt  was  widi  him)  in  support  of  the 
rule.  Continuing  damage  can  only  be,  where  each  day 
brings  a  repetition  or  accession  of  injury,  a^  where  watai 
ia  forced  hack  or  diverted,  or  an  imprisonment  pro* 
longed:  In  which  case  a  Defendant  may  be  liable  fiw 
the  portion  of  imprisonment  endured  within  the  time 
limited  for  action :  Massey  v.  Johnston,  {b)  But  if  a 
wall  be  cracked,  and  remain  in  the  same  state  for  months, 
the  damage  is  always  the  same,  and  the  time  for  suing 
must  be  calculated  from  the  day  when  the  crack  was  ooc»> 
stoned,  otherwise  a  party,  by  suffering  things  to  remain 
in  the  same  state,  might  postpone  his  action  till  all  the 
Defendant's  evidence  had  perished* 

In  Goding  v..  Ferrers  {c)  it  was  held,  that  an  action 
cannot  be  maintained  against  officers  of  the  customs, 
for  seizing  goods  as  forfeited  by  the  revenue  laws,  unless 
it  be  brought  within  three  months  after  the  actual 
seizure ;  notwithstanding  a  suit  be  instituted  in  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  for  the  condemnation  of  the  goods,  which 
is  depending  at  the  expiration  of  the  three  months* 
In  Saunders  v.  Saunders  (</),  where  the  commander  of 

(a)  s  B.^  j1.  843.  (f)  2  H.  B.  14* 

one 
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one  of  the  king^s  armed  vessels  seized  a  vessel  and  cargo 
at  sea,  and  put  them  into  the  next  port  on  suspicion  of 
smuggling,  and  after  process  in  the  Exchequer  the 
owner  obtained  an  order  for  re-delivery,  under  which 
be  obtained  only  a  part  of  the  goods  from  the  Defend* 
ants,  it  was  held,  that  the  owner  could  not  maintain 
trover  for  the  remainder,  if  the  action  were  brought  after 
ti^ree  months  from  the  original  seizure,  though  within 
three  months  from  the  order  for  the  re-delivery.  So, 
in  Crook  v.  M*Tavish  (a),  where  an  o£Scer  in  the  pre* 
ventive  service  boarded  a  ship  on  the  2dd  of  August^ 
and  left  three  armed  men  on  board,  but  did  not  then 
determine  on  detaining  her  as  a  seizure ;  on  the  25th 
he  decided  on  seizing  her,  and  detained  her  till  the 
24th  of  September  $  the  owner  having  sued  him  for  this 
seizure  and  detention,  it  was  held,  that  the  time  within 
which  the  action  should  have  been  commenced  under 
28  G.  8.  c.  37.  (three  months  after  the  matter  or  thing 
done^  must  be  computed  from  the  23d  of  Atigust  In 
Gillon  V.  Boddiftgton  {b)  and  Roberts  v.  Read{c)j  though 
the  act  done  by  the  defendants  which  occasioned  the 
injury  to  the  plaintiffs  was  beyond  the  time  limited  for 
action,  the  injury  itself,  namely,  the  falling  of  the  walls, 
took  place  within  the  limited  time ;  but  in  the  present 
case,  the  injury  to  the  Plaintiff,  viz.  the  cracking  of  his 
wall,  was,  as  well  as  the  act  of  the  Defendants,  beyond 
the  limited  time. 

The  PIainti£^  therefore,  is  too  late;  for  the  obstruc- 
tion of  access,  occasioned  by  the  continuance  of  the 
shores,  is  not  one  of  the  injuries  complained  of  in  the 
declaration  or  notice.  Injury  to  a  wall  is  an  injury  of 
so  different  a  nature  from  injury  occasioned  by  obstruo- 
tion  of  access,  that  it  could  never  have  occurred  to  the 
Defendants  that  the  one  was  intended  to  comprehend 
the  other. 


183a 


(a)  I  Bingb.  167.  .       (b)  itLt^M.  z6i. 


{c)  i6Eajtf2is* 
TiNDAL 
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TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  dedda 
many  of  the  points  which  have  been  argued  in  thia 
cause ;  for  the  first  question  is,  Whether  any  damage  has 
been  proved  to  have  been  sustained  by  the  Plaintiff 
within  the  time  limited  for  the  commencement  of  his 
action  by  the  255th  section  of  the  statute,  and  within 
the  terms  of  his  notice  and  declaration :  for  unless  he 
brings  himself  within  all  those  three  predicaments  his 
action  does  not  lie.  Now,  the  jury  have  negatived  any 
damage  within  the  six  months  allowed  for  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  except  the  keeping  up  the 
shores  and  the  consequent  obstruction  of  access  to  the 
Plaintiff's  house.  Is  this  a  damage  specified  in  the 
Plaintiff's  notice  or  his  declaration  ?  The  notice  is,  that 
the  Defendants  made  a  sewer  near  tlie  Plaintiff^s  pre- 
mises in  so  negligent  a  manner  that  the  walls  of  the 
premises  sank  and  cracked,  the  premises  were  injured, 
many  persons  quitting  them,  and  many  persons  ab- 
staining to  use  them  who  would  otherwise  have  used 
them,  and  also  that  the  Defendants  so  unskilfully  and 
imprudently  shored  up  the  walls  of  the  premises  as 
to  deprive  the  Plaintiff  of  the  full  and  beneficial  enjoy- 
ment he  would  otherwise  have  had*  The  count  of  the 
declaration  which  is  relied  on,  states,  that  the  Defend- 
ants *'  did,  by  divers  wrongful  and  improper  acts,  and 
otherwise  wrongfully  and  injuriously,  cause  and  procure 
the  foundation  and  walls,  and  other  parts  of  the  said 
messuage,  dwelling-house,  and  premises,  to  sink,  bilge^ 
-and  become  cracked,  injured,  and  broken,  and  in  danger 
of  falling;  and  the  said  messuage  and  dwelling-house 
and  premises,  then  and  there  became  and  were  rendered 
unfit  for  habitation  for  a  long  space  of  time,  to  wit,  horn 
the  day  and  year  aforesaid  hitherto ;  that  during  all  the 
times  aforesaid,  the  said  Plaintiff,  his  family,  and  guests 
residing  in  the  said  messuage,  were  greatly  disturbed 
and  incommoded ;  and  that,  by  means  of  the  premises, 

the 
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the  said  Plaintiff  had  been  greatly  injured  in  his  busi* 
ness  of  an  innkeeper,  having  lost  the  custom  and  em- 
ployment of  divers,  to  wit,  of  100  travellers  and  guests, 
who  would  otherwise  have  employed  said  Plaintiff  in  his 
said  trade  and  business,  and  put  up,  resided,  and  lodged 
at  the  said  premises  of  the  said  Plaintiff." 

This  does  not  correspond  with  the  only  damage  proved 
within  six  months,  namely,  the  keeping  up  the  shores ; 
and  there  being  no  mention  of  that  in  the  notice  or  de- 
claration, the  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 


497 


1890. 


Lloyd 

WIGNK7. 


Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  digging 
of  the  sewer  took  place  more  than  six  months  before 
the  action  commenced,  and  so  did  the  damage  oc- 
casioned by  it.  Then,  has  the  shoring  up  of  the  house 
occasioned  injury  to  the  Plaintiff?  It  may  have  done 
so,  but  it  is  not  stated  either  in  the  notice  or  declar- 
ation; and,  therefore,  the  action,  as  conceived,  is  too 
late. 


Gaselee  J.  This  verdict  could  only  now  be  sup- 
ported on  the  supposition  that  the  injury  proved  within 
the  six  months,  was  part  of  the  injury  occasioned  by 
the  construction  of  ,the  sewer^  and  described  in  the 
declaration  and  notice;  and  the  question  is,  whether 
the  shoring  up  the  walls,  and  consequent  obstruction  of 
access,  might  not  be  considered  as  a  continuing  damage 
within  the  terms  of  the  declaration?  I  have  some  little 
doubt  on  the  subject,  but  not  enough  to  induce  me  to 
divide  the  Court ;  and  I  agree  that  the  complaint  as 
to  the  omission  to  remove  the  shores,  is  not  com- 
prehended in  the  notice  or  declaration. 

BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  ought 
to  be  made  absolute.  Two  injuries  have  been  com** 
plained  of:  the  construction  of  a  sewer,  by  which  the 

Vol.  VI.  M  m  Plaintiff's 
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1/S30.  plaintiff's  walls  were  cracked ;  and  the  omission  to 
remove  certain  shores  from  his  house,  by  which  acoew 
to  it  was  obstructed.  The  first  occurred  more  than  six 
months  before  the  action  was  commenced ;  for  I  cannol 
consider  the  continuance  of  the  cracks  in  the  wall  as  a 
continuing  damage,  since  the  damage  was  the  same  at 
the  end  of  six  months  as  at  first.  There  was  no 
repetition  of  injury  in  the  interval.  As  to  the  second, 
it  was  not  within  the  terms  of  the  Plaintiff's  notice  or 
declaration. 

Rule  absolute. 


Maj  3*  Chambers  t;.  Bernasconi  and  ADother. 

Where  an  un-  ^FHE  Plaintiff,  an  uncertificated  bankrupt,  with  a  view 
certificated  to  try  the  validity  of  the  commission,  arrested  the 

order^^trv      Defendants,  his  assignees   under  the  commission,   for 
the  validity  of  40,0002.  as  money  had  and  received  to  his  use :  wbere- 
^  ^^iS^Wh'      **P^"  Tindal  C.  J.,  during  vacation,  issued  an  order  for 
assignee  to       liberating  the  Defendants  on  filing  common  bail, 
bail  in  an  ac- 

had  andre^  Bussell  Seijt.,  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  now  moved 
ceived,  the       to  rescind  this  order,  or   for  the  Defendants  to  pay 

^h ""^edthc  *0»00^-  ^^  co"**^'  H®  submitted,  that  although  it 
assignee  upon  was  usual  to  try  the  validity  of  a  commission  of  bank- 
filing  common  mpt   by  an  action  of  trover,  yet  it  might  equally  be 

disputed  in  an  action  for  money  had  and  received; 
Donovan  v.  Di^{a) — in  which  case,  though  the  dedsioo 
was  against  the  bankrupt  on  another  ground,  no  excep- 
tion was  taken  to  the  form  of  action ; — and  if  so,  the 
giving  of  special  or  common  bail  depended  on  the  amount 
for  which  the  Defendant  was  arrested,  and  not  on  the  dis- 

cretion 
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cretion  of  the  Court,  {a)    No  distinction  could  be  drawn        18S0. 

between  this  and  any  other  action  the  merits  of  which     1  ~  - 

"^  Chambbbs 

the  Court  would  not  try  on  affidavit     In  Ex  parte  Cut*  9. 

ten  (i)|  a  bankrupt  who  had  abandoned  a  petition  pre-  Beksascosl 
sented  by  him  in  June  1821  for  a  supersedeas,  and  had 
joined  in  a  conveyance  of  part  of  his  property,  and 
solicited  aud  procured  the  requisite  signatures  to  his 
certificate,  was  restrained  from  proceeding  in  an  action 
brought  by  him  against  the  messenger  to  impeach  the 
commission;  but  the  plaintiff  here  had  never  abandoned 
his  right  to  dispute  the  commission,  or  obtained  his 
certificate. 

The  Court  took  time  to  consider,  and  its  decision  was 
now  pronounced  by 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  was  an  application  to  the  Court 
for  a  rule  to  shew  cause,  why  an  order  made  by  the 
.Chief  Justice,  in  vacation,  in  this  cause,  should  not  be 
set  aside;  or  why  the  sum  of  40,000/^  for  which  the 
Defendants  had  been  arrested,  should  not  be  paid  into 
Court.  Q^ 

It  appeared,  upon  the  making  of  the  original  order, 
that  the  Plaintiff  was  an  uncertificated  bankrupt,  and 
that  he  had  issued  bailable  process  against  the  Defend- 
ants, who  were  his  assignees,  upon  an  affidavit  that  the 
Defendants  were  indebted  to  him  in  40,000/.  and  up- 
wards, for  money  had  and  received  to  his  use ;  it  being 
the  professed  object  of  the  Plaintiff  to  try,  by  this  mode 
of  proceeding,  the  validity  of  the  commission  issued 
against  him.  Upon  this  process  two  of  the  Defendants 
had  been  arrested,  and  had  given  bail  to  the  sheriff; 
and  upon  application  by  them  to  the  Chief  Justice,  that 
the  bail  bonds  should  be  delivered  up  to  be  cancelled 
on  the  Defendant's  entering  a  common  appearance,  an 
order  to  that  effect  was  made. 

(a)  Tiddi%A9^  (b)  iGljn^  J.  317. 

M  m  2  It 
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.  1 


18S0.  It  has  been  objected,  that  there  is  no  ground  for  such 

1-'  -  an  order ;  for  that  the  bankrupt  has  a  rkrht  to  try  the 

^,  validity  of  the  commission  by  this  form  of  action ;  and,  if 

BEaMAsooMi.  80^  has  the  right,  like  any  other  subject,  to  the  security 

of  his  debtor's  person ;  and  that  it  is  contrary  to  the 

practice  of  the  Court  to  try  the  merits  of  the  action  on 

affidavits. 

But  we  think  the  courts  have  always  exercised,  and 
have  the  power  to  exercise  a  general  controul  over  the 
right  of  the  Plaintiff  to  hold  to  bail.  Before  the  statute 
of  12  Gk  1.  c.  29.,  the  power  of  arresting  depended  on 
the  practice  of  the  Court  only,  modified  from  dme  to 
time  by  rules  of  the  Court  for  that  purpose.  Thus,  the 
practice  of  not  allowing  a  second  arrest  for  the  same 
cause  of  action;  of  not  allowing  an  arrest  when  the 
original  debt  was  less  than  10^,  but  raised  up  to  that 
sum  by  the  costs  of  a  former  action ;  of  allowing  the 
Plaintiff  to  hold  to  bail  in  actions  of  trover  and  tres- 
pass, have  no  other  foundation  than  the  rules  of  the 
Court.  And  the  statute  above  referred  to  took  away 
no  authority  which  the  Court  antecedently  possessed, 
except  that  it  prevented  the  issuing  of  bailable  process 
for  a  smaller  sum  than  10/.  The  Courts,  therefore^ 
may  still  interpose,  and  accordingly,  in  various  cases^ 
have  interposed  in  a  summary  way,  and  have  discharged 
the  Defendant  on  common  bail.  Thus,  in  Fry  v.  Mal^ 
colm  (a),  where  the  Plaintiff  had  commenced  an  action 
on  the  prothonotary's  allocatur  for  costs,  and  had 
arrested  the  Defendant,  this  Court,  though  they  would 
not  stay  the  proceedings,  held  the  arrest  to  be  bad.  In 
Taylor  v.  Higgins  (i),  the  Court  of  King's  Bench  dis- 
charged a  Defendant  out  of  custody,  on  the  ground,  that 
the  giving  a  new  security  by  the  Plaintiff  to  a  creditor  of 
the  Defendant,  could  not  be  considered  as  money  paid 

(«)  4  Taunt.  705.  (5)  3  Eajt,  169. 

to 
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to  the  Defendant's  use,  upon  which  ground  alone  he  had  .     1880. 

been  held  to  bail.     In  Nizetich  v.  Bonacich  ia)  the  Court  ^  -' 

Chamrers 
of  King's  Bench  discharged  the  Defendant,  where  it  ap-  ^, 

peared  from  the  Plaintiff's  own  letters  that  the  Defend-  Bernasooni; 
ant  was  his  creditor  in  a  considerable  sum ;  and  in 
M^Ginnis  v.  M^Curlitig  {b\  the  principle  that  such  ex- 
cepted cases  may  exist,  in  which  the  Court  may  inter- 
pose by  their  summary  jurisdiction  and  discharge  the 
Defendant,  was  fully  admitted  by  the  Court 

And  we  think  the  principal  case  is  of  that  descrip- 
tion. An  uncertificated  bankrupt  can  have  no  property, 
no  rights  of  action  even  against  third  persons,  unless 
with  the  assent  of  his  assignees.  How  can  he  have 
any  as  against  the  assignees  themselves  ?  It  should  be 
remembered  also,  that  before  he  was  declared  a  bank- 
rupt, the  facts  necessary  to  establish  the  bankruptcy 
must  have  been  deposed  on  oath  by  third  persons,  and 
the  bankruptcy  declared  by  the  adjudication  of  com- 
missioners sitting  under  the  authority  of  an  act  of  par- 
liament; and  it  seems  unreasonable,  that  upon  the  single 
^and  unconfirmed  affidavit  of  the  bankrupt  himself,  all  that 
has  been  so  done  should  be  taken  to  be  without  found- 
ation; and  looking  at  the  consequences  of  allowing  such 
a  proceeding,  we  think  they  would  be  most  injurious  to 
the  public;  for  what  respectable  person  would  become 
assignee  to  a  bankrupt's  estate,  if,  at  any  moment  of 
time,  he  was  liable  to  be  arrested  for  the  full  amount  of 
the  assets  realized,  merely  because  the  bankrupt  be- 
lieved, to  which  belief  his  wishes  would  often  lead  him^ 
that  the  commission  was  invalid  ?  Without  breaking 
in,  therefore,  upon  the  general  rule,  that  the  Court  will 
not  try  the  merits  of  a  case  on  counter  affidavits,  we 
think  this  case  forms  an  exception  of  so  strong  a  nature 

(a)  sB.i5j  A.  904.  [b)  6  Do<wL  ^  Rjl.  44. 

M  m  3  that 
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18  SO.  that  all  must  reclaim  against  applying  to  it  the  general 

^-^^^  ^  rule;  and,  upon  this  ground,  we  refuse  the  rule  to 

CHAMBERS 

^,  shew  cause. 
BBRNAscxnn.  Rule  refused. 


Cuming  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Heale,  a 
^•^^^  Bankrupt,  v.  Welsford  and  Others. 

T>  Y  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  5. 108.  it  is  enacted,  **  That  no  cre« 
An  execution  ditor,  having  security  for  his  debt,  or  having  made 

on  a  fina  ^^^  attachment  in  London  or  anv  other  place,  by  virtue 

lowing  a  judg-  of  any  custom  there  used,  of  the  goods  and  chattels 
ment  by  ml      ^f  ^q  bankrupt,  shall  receive  upon  any  such  security 

Mcitf  held  to  1  u  ui  r         i_  J  L 

be  within  the  ^^  attachment  more  than  a  rateable  part  or  such  debt, 

proviso  of  except  in   respect  of  any  execution  or  extent  served 

^'^6    I  h  *^h  ^^^  levied,  by  seizure  upon,  or  any  mortgage  of  or  lien 

there  was  no  upon  any  part  of  the  property  of  si»ch  bankrupt  before 

concert  be-  ^jj^  bankruptcy ;  provided  that  no  creditor,  though  for 

ties,  and  the  ^  valuable  consideration,  who  shall  sue  out  execution 

judgment  was  upon  any  judgment  obtained  by  default,  confession,  or 

o  tain       e-         .^  diciL  shall  avail  himself  of  such  execution  to  the- 
fore  the  act  ' 

came  into         prejudice  of  other  fair  creditors,  but  shall  be  paid  rate- 
operation-         ajjjg  ^ith  such  creditors.*' 

Heale,  the  bankrupt,  having  been  sued  by  the  De* 
fendants  in  assumpsit  for  the  recovery  of  the  amount 
of  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  him,  suffered  judgment 
by  nil  dicit  in  January  1825.  A  writ  of  error  having 
been  brought,  judgment  was  affirmed  in  Hilary  term 
1826,  and  on  the  6th  of  Februaty  in  that  year,  a 
sheriff's  officer  took  possession  of  Heal^s  goods  under 
2iJL  fa.  issued  upon  this  judgment.  At  the  request  of 
Heale,  the  sale  of  the  goods  was  postponed  till  the  4th 
of  April  following;  but  on  the  Sd  of  April  he  committed 

an 
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an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  a  commission  of  bankrupt 
having  afterwards  issued  against  him,  his  assignees 
brought  the  present  action  to  recover  from  the  Defend- 
ants the  proceeds  of  the  sale  under  their  execution. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintiffs  at  the 
trial  of  tlie  cause  before  Gasdce  J.,  last  Exeter  assizes, 
with  leave  for  the  Defendants  to  move  to  set  it  aside 
and  enter  a  nonsuit. 


SOS' 


1880. 


CU&IING 

WjcLSFoaix 


Stephen  Serjt.  moved  for  a  rule  nisi  to  that  efiect,  on 
the  ground  that  this  case  did  not  fall  within  the  proviso 
of  the  108th  section  above  set  out.  The  judgment  on 
which  the  Defendants  had  issued  execution  was  not 
within  the  letter  or  the  policy  of  that  proviso.  Not 
within  the  letter ;  because  it  was  not  an  execution  on  a 
judgment  by  default,  —  as  it  might  have  been  if  the 
action,  instead  of  assumpsit^  had  been  debt,  in  which  a 
judgment  by  default  is  finals — but  an  execution  on  a  final 
judgment  after  a  judgment  by  default.  Not  within  the 
policy;  because  the  judgment  had  not  been  concerted 
by  the  parties  to  defeat  the  creditors  at  large,  but  was 
suffered  by  Heale  in  invitum,  because  he  had  no  defence 
to  a  bond  fide  demand. 

Secondly,  the  judgment  was  obtained  before  September 
1825,  when  the  act  came  into  operation,  and  was,  there^ 
fore,  an  existing  right,  which  the  legislature  would  not 
annul  without  express  enactment.  There  was  nothing 
retrospective  in  the  language  of  the  proviso,  which 
seemed  to  point  almost  expressly  to  judgments  to  be 
obtained  subsequently  to  the  passing  of  the  act. 

Merewether  Seijt.  moved  for  a  similar  rule  in  another 
cause,  similarly  circumstanced. 


The  Court  took  time  to  consider^  and  now  judgment 
was  delivered,  by 

M  m   4  llMDAL 
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Cuming 

Wblsford. 


TiNDA]L  C.  J.  In  ibis  case  the  Defendant  applies 
for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  for  the  Plaintiffs 
should  not  be  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  be  bad,  on  the 
ground  that  the  judgment  and  execution  on  which  he 
relies  do  not  fall  within  the  proviso  of  the  108th  sec- 
tion of  the  bankrupt  act:  and,  consequently,  that  the 
execution  is  protected  by  the  general  enactment  of  the 
section  itself,  as  having  been  ^^  served  and  levied  by 
seizure  before  the  bankruptcy." 

It  was  contended  on  two  distinct  grounds,  that  the 
case  is  not  governed  by  the  words  of  the  proviso ;  first, 
that  this  is  not  properly  an  execution  on  a  judgment  by 
default,  but  on  a  final  judgment  after  a  judgment  by  de- 
ficit; and  even  if  it  is  to  be  considered  as  an  execution 
on  a  judgment  by  default,  the  proviso  includes  only  such 
judgments  by  de&ult  as  are  suffered  by  agreement  of  the 
parties :  secondly,  that  the  proviso  relates  only  to  judg- 
ments obtained  after  the  act. 

.  But  notwithstanding  these  objections,  we  think  the 
case  falls  within  the  proviso.  As  to  the  first,  it  is  to 
be  observed,  that  the  words  themselves  comprise  every 
species  of  judgment  obtained  against  a  defendant,  except 
judgment  after  verdict,  trial  by  die  record,  and  on 
demurrer.  The  judgment,  therefore,  on  which  this 
execution  issued,  not  being  one  of  any  of  the  latter 
classes,  it  is  difficult  to  maintain  that  it  does  not  &11 
within  those  named  in  the  proviso.  Nor  does  it  seem 
less  a  judgment  by  default,  because  a  writ  of  inquiry  is 
interposed  between  the  interlocutory  and  the  final  judg- 
ment, such  writ  being  no  more  than  an  inquest  of  office 
to  inform  the  conscience  of  the  Court,  who  might  pro- 
ceed immediately  to  ascertain  the  damages,  if  they  so 
thought  fit.  The  judgment,  therefore,  ranging  itself 
under  the  description  of  a  judgment  by  default,  we  do 
not  see  by  what  principle  we  can  restrain  the  very 
general  words  used  in  the  proviso,  to  judgments  of 

default 
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default  by  the  consent  or  collusion  of  the  Plaintiff  and 
Defendant.  It  may  be  admitted  that  the  primary  object 
of  the  legislature  was  to  provide  against  the  incon- 
venience felt  by  the  creditors  of  bankrupts  from  judg- 
ments suddenly  entered  up,  and  execution  levied  on 
secret  warrants  of  attorney;  and  that  the  clause  in 
question,  which  is  copied  from  the  Irish  bankrupt  act 
11  &  12  G.  3.  c.  8.  5. 4.,  was  introduced  principally  with 
that  object  But  the  legislature,  when  it  wished  to 
frame  enactments  as  to  warrants  of  attorney,  knew  how 
to  describe  them  by  their  name,  as  in  the  3  6. 4.  c.  39. ; 
and  again,  by  using  the  very  general  words,  ^'  ^ny judg- 
ment obtained  by  default,  &c.,"  instead  of  referring  to 
judgments  on  warrants  of  attorney,  it  appears  to  us  the 
better  inference  that  more  was  intended  to  be  included ; 
and  that  all  judgments  by  default  must  be  intended  to 
be  comprised,  particularly  as  in  all  cases  consent  and 
collusion  may  so  easily  exist,  but  be  with  so  much 
difficulty  brought  to  light. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  the  words  **  obtained  by 
default,  &C."  describe  as  well  a  judgment  then  obtained, 
as  one  to  be  obtained  after  passing  the  act;  and  as  the 
act  in  the  very  same  clause,  uses  words  of  a  future  sig- 
nification,— ^*  provided  that  no  creditor  who  shall  sue  out 
execution  upon  any  judgment  obtained,  &c." —  we  think, 
if  the  clause  had  been  meant  to  apply  to  future  judg- 
ments only,  the  legislature  would  have  said,  ^^  to  be 
obtained,''  or  have  used  a  similar  expression.  And,  upon 
such  a  construction,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  all  execu- 
tions issued  upon  judgments  entered  up  before  the  1st 
o(  September  1825,  on  secret  warrants  of  attorney  then 
in  existence,  would  be  protected,  for  which  there  seems 
no  reason  whatever. 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  this  execution  falls, 
within  the  enactment  of  the  proviso,  and  that  the  rule 
prayed  for  by  the  Defendants  should  not  be  granted. 

Rule  refused. 


1830. 


Cuming 

V. 

WELSFoan. 
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Maj  4.  Adams  v.  Danset. 

I^.  The  Plain-  ^PHE  second  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  That 

t^,  an  occu-  whereas  before  the  time  of  the  makini?  of  the  pro- 

pier  of  landy  at      ,  . 

the  request  of   TtA^e  and  undertaking  by  the  Defendant  as  thereinafter 

the  Defendant,  mentioned,  disputes  had  arisen  and  were  depending 
^mise  of  in-  "^^^^en  the  Defendant  and  divers  other  persons 
demuity,  le-     claiming  to   be  proprietors  of  land  in  the  pariah  of 

aisted  a  «iit  of  ^^^^^  Hereford,  on  the  one  part,  and  Charks  Price,  as 

the  vicar  for  .  "^       '  .  *.  1         i 

tithes:  Held,    the  vicar  of  the  same  parish,  of  the  other  part,  tonebing 

that  this  was  ^Jid  concerning  certain  tithes  claimed  by  the  said  Charles 
rrquir^  by  P^^  88  such  vicar  as  aforesaid,  to  wit,  at,  &c. ;  and 
the  statute  of    whereas  the  said  Charles  Price,  as  such  vicar  as  afore^ 

frauds  to  be  ^^y^  before  the  time  ot  the  making  of  the  promise  and 
in  writing-  ^  •  . 

a.  The  vi-   undertaking  by  the  Defendant  thereinafter  mentioned, 

car  having  h^d  exhibited  his  certain  English  bill  of  complaint  in 
the  suit,  Plain-  ^^^  majesty's  Court  of  Exchequer  against  the  Plaintiff 
tiff's  attorney   and  one  John  Cadwallader^  then  and  there  respectively 

paid  ths  vicar  y^^^^  occupiers  of  divers  lands  in  the  said  parish,  for 
the  costs  reco-  or  r  ^ 

vered  from  the  receiving  the  said  tithes  so  claimed  by  him  as  afore- 

Plaintiff.  The  g^jj^  whereof  the  Defendant  then  and  there  bad  notice ; 
his  attorney  a  *"*^  thereupon  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  in  con- 
promissory        sideration  that  the  Plaintiff,  at  the  special  instance  and 

note  for  the  request  of  the  Defendant,  would  suffer  the  Defendant  to 
amount,  and  ~ 

before  the  defend  the  said  suit  in  the  said  Court  of  Excheqtier 

promissory  {„  ^^e  name  of  the  Plaintiff,  (jointly  with  the  name  of 

due  sued  the  ^^^  ^®*^  J(An  Cadwallader,)  the  Defendant  undeitook 

Defendant:  and  then  and  there  faithfully  promised  the  Plaintiff  to 

.       ffi*-^°t  ^^^^  harmless,  and  indemnify  him  from  all  payments^ 

proof  of  an  damages,   costs,   and  expenses,    which   he   should  or 

allegation  that  anight  incur,  bear,  pay,  sustain,  or  be  liable  for,  by 

had  paid  the  reason  of  the  said  suit  in  the  said  Court  of  ExcheqjDer 

vicar's  costs.  being 
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being  so  defended;  and  that  he,  confiding  in  the  said 
promise  and  undertaking  of  the  Defendant,  did  after* 
wards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  suffer  the  Defendant  to 
defend  the  snid  suit  in  the  said  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
the  name  of  the  Plaintiff,  ( joindy  with  the  name  of  the 
said  John  Cadwalladerj)  and  the  same  suit  was  then  and 
there  so  defended  as  aforesaid,  and  had  since  ended 
and  determined,  to  wit,  at,  &c. ;  and  the  Plaintiff 
aYerred,  that  he,  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain 
decree  made  in  the  said  suit,  was  forced  and  obliged  to 
pay^and  did  then  and  there  pay  unto  the  said  Charles 
Price  a  certain  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  84/.,  for 
certain  costs  in  the  said  last-mentioned  suit ;  and  was 
also  then  and  there  forced  and  obliged  to  pay  and  did 
pay  a  certain  other  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  8/.  17*.  ^d^ 
being  the  costs  of  and  incident  to  a  certain  attachment 
then  and  there  issued  against  the  Plaintiff  out  of  the 
said  Court  of  Exchequer,  to  compel  payment  of  the 
costs  of  the  said  last-mentioned  suit;  whereof  the 
Defendant  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  8tc.  at,  &c.  had  notice; 
yet  the  Defendant,  disregarding  his  said  promise  and 
undertaking  so  by  him  made  as  aforesaid,  and  coih» 
triving  and  fraudulently  intending  craftily  and  subtiHy 
to  deceive  and  defraud  the  Plaintiff  in  that  respect,  did 
not  nor  would,  although  often  requested  so  to  do,  save 
harmless  or  indemnify,  the  Plaintiff  from  the  said  costs, 
charges,  and  expenses,  so  by  him  the  Plaintiff  paid  as 
aforesaid,  but  had  wholly  refused  and  neglected  so  to 
do,  to  wit,  at,  &c. 

At  the  trial  before  Vaughan  B.,  last  Worcester  assizes^ 
it  appeared  that  the^  Plaintiff  AdamSy  as  occupier  of 
certain  lands  in  the' parish  of  Little  Hereford^  had 
been  sued  for  tithes  by  Price  the  vicar.  The  land- 
owners of  the  parish,  relying  on  a  modus,  resolved  that 
the  vicar's  suit  should  be  resisted,  and  for  that  purpose 
agreed  to  contribute  to  the  expenses  in  the  same  pro*. 

portions 


1830. 

Adams. 

DAMsev*. 


5oa 


1830. 


Adams 

v. 
Dansey. 
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portions  as  they  were  rated  to  the  poor's  rates:  they 
then  requested  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  occupiers  to 
persist  in  defending  the  suit.  The  Plaintiff  refused,  as 
he  had  quitted  the  parish  since  the  commencftDoent  of 
the  suit;  whereupon  the  Defendant  orally  agreed  to 
indemnify  him. 

The  Plaintiff  then  consented  to  defend  the  suit.  The 
vicar  having  recovered,  the  Plaintiff's  attorney  paid  the 
vicar  the  costs  he  was  entided  to  claim  from  the  Phiintiff, 
as  well  those  incurred  before  as  those  incurred  sub- 
sequently to  the  Defendant's  promise  of  indemnity. 
The  Plaintiff  gave  his  attorney  a  promissory  note  for 
the  amount  so  paid  to  the  vicar ;  but  this  promissory 
note  was  not  discharged  till  after  the  commencement  of 
the  present  action. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintiff  on  the 
second  count  of  the  declaration, 


Russell  Seijt,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved  at  the  trial, 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  verdict  and  enter  a 
nonsuit,  or  to  i*educe  the  damages  to  25/.,  the  sum  paid 
for  costs  incurred  subsequently  to  the  Defendant's  pro- 
mise, on  the  ground  that,  as  an  undertaking  to  be 
answerable  for  the  debt  of  a  third  person,  it  was  void 
under  the  statute  of  frauds  for  want  of  a  writing;  that 
there  had  been  no  payment  of  the  debt,  as  alleged  in 
the  second  count,  the  Plaintiff  not  having  discharged 
the  promissory  note  he  gave  to  his  attorney  till  aft«r  the 
commencement  of  the  present  action ;  and  that,  at  all 
events,  there  was  no  consideration  for  the  promise  to 
indemnify,  as  far  as  concerned  the  costs  incurred  before 
the  promise.  '^ 

Wilde  Serjt.,  who  shewed  cause,  contended  that  the 
costs  for  which  the  Plaintiff  became  liable  to  the  vicar 
were  the  Plaintiff's  own  debt,  or  liability,  for  the  pay- 
ment 
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ment'  of  which,  whether  as  an  actual  or  omtingent 
charge,  he  had  a  right  to  stipulate  before  he  permitted 
his  name  to  be  used  for  the  purposes  of  the  land- 
owners. 

Then,  the  allegation  of  payment  had  been  sufficiently 
proved  by  shewing  that  the  vicar  had  been  paid.  Pay- 
ment by  the  Plaintiff's  attorney  was  the  same  thing  as 
payment  by  the  Plaintiff;  and  the  mode  in  which  the 
Plaintiff  settled  with  his  own  attorney,  whether  by  a 
promissory  note  or  otherwise,  was  immaterial. 


Adams 

V. 

Dansey. 


Hussell  in  support  of  his  rule.  At  the  time  the  De^ 
fendant  entered  into  the  agreement  the.  vicar's  suit  had 
not  been  determined,  and  it  could  not  be  known  whe« 
ther  the  Plaintiff  would  have  to  pay  costs  to  the  vicar, 
or  the  vicar  to  the  Plaintiff;  and  if  the  cause  had  been 
decided  against  the  vicar,  the  Defendant,  according 
to  his  agreement,  must  have  been  responsible  for  the 
vicar's  default,  in.  case  the  vicar  had  failed  to  pay  the 
Plaintiff's  costs.  The  agreement,  therefore,  as  to  that 
contingency  at  least,  ought  to  have  been  in  writing 
under  the  statute,  and  if  so,  it  ought  to  have  been  in 
writing  for  the  whole,  for  the  agreement  is  entire,  and 
cannot  be  severed.  Lexington  v.  Clarke  (a)  y  ChcUer  v* 
Beckett,  {b)  Had  the  agreement  been  confined  to  the 
Plaintiff's  own  costs  it  might  have  been  otherwise. 
But  In  Winkworth  v.  Milk{c)  it  was  held  that  a  promise 
by  the  indorser  of  an  unpaid  note  to  indemnify  the 
holder  if  he  would  proceed  to  enforce  payment  against 
the  other  parties  to  the  note,  was  void  under  the  statute 
of  frauds  unless  evidenced  by  writing.  That  was  a  pro^ 
mise  to  pay  a  plaintiff's  expenses;  the  present  is  to 
pay  a  Defendant's ;  and  there  can  be  no  difference  in 


(a)  a  Fentr.  a  13. 


{b)  7  r.  R.  aoi. 


principle 
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.1830.  principle  between  the  two.  Homes  v#  Martin  («)  is  di»* 
tinguishablei  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  ac- 
cepted bills  for  the  accommodation  of  the  defendant^ 
and  was  therefore  entitled  to  all  expenses  occasioned  by 
such  bills* 

But  the  averment  of  payment  by  the  Plaintiff  haa  not 
•been  proved.  The  promissory  note  given  by  him  to 
his  attorney  was  merely  a  security,  not  a  payment 
Such  a  security  cannot  be  treated  as  money,  Marmdl  ▼• 
Jameson  (6),  Taylor  v.  Higgins  (c\  except  by  the  consent 
of  the  parties,  as  in  Pickard  v.  Bankes.  (d) 

TiNDAL  C.J.  This  rule  has  been  obtained  on  two 
grounds:  first,  that  the  Defendant's  promise  was  an 
undertaking  within  the  statute  of  frauds,  and  that,  the 
promise  not  having  been  reduced  to  writing,  the  Plaintiff 
could  not  recover ;  secondly,  that  the  allegation  of  pay* 
ment  by  the  Plaintiff  has  not  been  made  out  in  proo^ 
the  evidence  shewing  no  payment  by  the  Plaintiff  till 
lifter  the  commencement  of  the  action. 

We  think  that  neither  objection  can  be  sustained. 
This  was  not  a  promise  within  the  statute  of  fraudsi 
The  words  of  the  statute  are,  ^^  No  action  shall  be 
brought  to  charge  the  defendant  upon  any  special  pro- 
mise to  answer  for  the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of 
another  person,  unless  the  agreement  on  which  such 
action  shall  be  brought,  or  some  note  or  memorandum 
thereof,  shall  be  in  writing,"  &c  Here,  as  between 
Adams  and  Dansey^  what  promise  is  there  as  to  the 
debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  another  ?  It  is  a  direct 
promise  to  repay  Adams  any  money  which  might  be 
paid  by  him  for  costs  in  the  suit  between  the  vicar  and 
Adams.     It  has  been  urged  that,  at  all  events,  the  pro- 

(a)  I  Eip.  i6a.  (c)  3  East,  169. 

\b)  %B.^j1.si>  (d)  13  Bojt,  20. 

mise 
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mise  would  not  be  available  for  costs  antecedently  in- 
curred. But  it  was  competent  to  the  Plaintiff  to  make 
any  bargain  he  pleased  as  the  price  of  his  resisting  the 
tithe  suit  for  the  benefit  of  the  Defendant. 

Then,  has  there  been  any  payment  of  costs  within 
the  terms  of  the  second  count  ?  The  Plaintiff's  attorney 
made  the  payment  to  the  vicar,  the  successful  party  in 
the  tithe  suit;  and  though  it  is  true  the  Plaintiff  had 
not  repaid  his  own  attorney  at  the  time  of  this  action, 
yet,  inasmuch  as  the  party  entitled  had  been  satisfied, 
and  could  make  no  further  claim,  the  payment  had 
clearly  been  made.  The  Plaintiff's  attorney  was  his 
agent  for  the  purpose  of  making  that  payment,  and  it  is 
immaterial  in  what  way  he  afterwards  settles  the  account 
with  his  principal. 


1880. 


Gaselee  J.  (a)  The  averment  of  the  payment  of 
costs  to  the  vicar  is  fully  proved  by  the  payment 
of  the  Plaintiff's  attorney  in  1823;  it  was  a  payment 
by  an  agent,  and  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the 
effect  of  the  promissory  note  given  by  the  principal  in 
settling  the  account  with  his  agent. 

As  to  the  other  point,  the  answer  has  been  given  by 
my  Lord  Chief  Justice.  This  is  not  an  undertaking  for 
the  debt,  default,  or  miscarriage  of  another,  it  is  for  a 
liability  to  which  the  Plaintiff  himself  was  to  be  exposed 
at  the  request  of  the  Defendant.  But  there  is  a  sufficient 
consideration  even  for  the  by-gone  costs,  for  the  vicar's 
claim  hi^d  been  resisted  at  the  instance  of  the  Defendant, 
and  the  Plaintiff  was  at  that  time  liable  in  case  the  vicar 
should  succeed. 


BosANQUET  J.     I  agree  on  both  points.    The  Plain- 
tiff, on  allowing  his  name  to  be  used  for  the  purposes  of 


{a)  Park  J.  was  at  Chamben. 


the 
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the  Defendant,  was  at  liberty  to  impose  such  terms  as 
he  pleased,  either  as  to  the  past  or  the  future  costs,  and 
the  debt  for  the  discharge  of  which  he  stipulated  was 
his  own  debt,  not  that  of  a  third  person. 

The  other  question  is,  not  whether  the  promissory 
note  was  treated  as  money  between  the  Plaintiff  and  his 
agent,  but  whether  the  party  who  succeeded  in  the  tithe 
cause  had  been  paid  his  costs. 

He  was  paid  by  tlie  Plaintiff's  agent,  and  payment 
by  the  agent  is  payment  by  the  principal.  After  pay- 
ment by  his  agent,  the  Plaintiff,  as  Jiable  to  his  agent, 
was  damnified,  and  entitled  to  sue  the  Defendant. 

The  rule  must  be   - 

Discharged. 


May  Si 


WiLLANs  V.  Taylor. 


The  Defend- 
ant tent  the 
PUintifTa 
copy  of  a  bill 
of  exceptions, 
in  order  to  bis 
concurring  in 
the  statement 
of  facts,  and, 
at  the  same 


T  T  PON  the  trial  of  this  cause,  at  the  Middlesex  sittings 
on  the  23d  of  December  last,  a  bill  of  exceptions 
was  tendered  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  and  re-^ 
duced  to  writing  before  the  cause  was  over.  The  bill  of 
exceptions  in  an  extended  form  was,  at  the  suggestion 
of  the  Chief  Justice,  sent  to  the  Plaintiff's  attorney  on  the 
1 1th  of  February  following,  in  order  that  he  might  agree 
time,  sued  out  to  it  or  suggest  alterations  before  it  was  signed  by  the 
a  writ  of  er-  Chief  Justice,  who  had  presided  at  the  trial.  On  the 
iS^t  the  Plain-  same  day  the  Defendant,  who  had  also  brought  a  writ 
tiff  had  no  of  error,  gave  a  rule  to  transcribe. 
S^bill^rfS       ^^^  Plaintiff  having  taken  no  notice  of  the  copy  of 

ceptioas,  in 

order  to  frustrate  it,  on  the  ground  that  the  Defendant  had  waived  it  by  suing  out  a 

writ  of  error. 

the 
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the  bill  of  exceptions,  a  Judge's  order  was  obtained, 
calling  on  him  to  return  it  to  the  Defendant. 

Cfvss  Seijt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  discharge  this 
order,  on  the  ground  that  the  Defendant,  by  bringing  a 
writ  of  error,  had  waived  his  bill  of  exceptions;  for 
which  he  cited  Dillon  v.  Parker,  (a) 

,  Taddy  Serjt  shewed  cause.  Dillon  v.  Parker  was  an 
application  to  a  court  of  error,  and  the  court  decided  on 
the  ground  that  they  had  no  anthority  to  interfere,  for 
the  application  should  have  been  to  the  court  below. 
Wood  B.  was  the  only  Judge  who  expressed  an  opinion  that 
the  writ  of  error  was  a  waiver  of  the  bill  of  exceptions,  {b) 
A  position  which  can  scarcely  be  supported,  since  the 
writ  of  error  is  necessary  to  save  the  party  from  an  ex- 
ecution before  his  bill  of  exceptions  has  been  heard. 
This  is  an  application  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court, 
and  if  there  has  been  no  unnecessary  delay,  the  Defend- 
ant will  not  be  deprived  of  his  bill  of  exceptions.  In 
Dillon  v.  Parker  a  year  had^  elapsed ;  errors  had  been 
assigned ;  and  the  application  was  to  compel  the  party 
to  settle  the  bill  of  exceptions,  not  simply  to  return  it 
48  here. 

Wilde  Serjt,  on  the  same  side,  was  stopped  by  the 
Court. 
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Taylor. 


.  Cross  and  Andrews  Serjts.  relied  on  Dillon  v^  Parker^ 
and  complained  of  the  delay  from  the  end  of  December 
to  the  last  day  but  one  of  Hilary  term. 

TiNDAL  C.J.     The  cause  was  tried  on  the  23d  of 
December  s    the   bill  of  exceptions  was  drawn  up  and 


(a)    I  Bingb.  17. 

Vol.  VI. 


(^)  Sec  II  Pricct  loa. 
N  n  tendered 
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tendered  before  the  cause  was  over;  on  the  11th  of 
February  the  bill  was  presented  in  an  extended  form  to 
the  Judge  who  presided,  and  at  his  suggestion  a  copy 
was  furnished  to  the  other  side,  to  ascertain  if  it  met 
their  view  of  the  case.  It  has  not  been  contended  that 
the  bill  ought  to  have  been  reduced  to  form  before  the 
expiration  of  the  first  four  days  of  the  term,  and  the 
utmost  delay  that  can  be  complained  of  is  from  the  28th 
of  January  to  the  11th  o(  February.  That  is  not  such 
delay  as  to  entitle  the  party  to  retain  and  take  no  notice 
of  a  paper  sent  to  him  for  approval  or  disapproval,  and 
which,  whether  he  agree  or  disagree  with  its  contents^ 
must  be  submitted  to  the  Judge  who  presided,  for  his 
acceptance  before  signature.  The  question,  whether  a 
court  of  error  will  attend  to  a  bill  of  exceptions  appended 
to  a  writ  of  error,  does  not  arise  upon  the  present 
occasion,  and  no  ground  has  been  shewn  for  discharging 
the  Judge's  order. 


Park  J.  The  party  who  has  tendered  the  bill  of 
exceptions  is  entided  to  have  it  returned ;  and  whether 
the  other  side  agree  to  it  or  not,  the  Judge  who  pre* 
sided  must  exercise  his  discretion  as  to  signing  it,  and 
he  is  not  bound  to  sign  if  the  statement  of  facts  be 
erroneous.  When  he  shall  have  signed,  it  will  be  for 
the  court  of  error  to  say,  whether  they  will  admit  it 
or  not. 

Gaselee  J.  The  party  ought  not  to  retain  this 
paper:  he  is  bound  to  express  his  assent  or  dissent,  and 
then  to  return  it. 


BosANQUET  J.  concurring,  the  rule  was 


Discharged. 
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lasa 


ToPHAM  t;.  Dent.  Maj6. 


'J^R5:SP ASS.     The  Defendant  as  the?  baUiff  pf  Imbery  Plaindft  a 

went  on  the  9th  of  Juh/  last  to  a  house  which  ^ber  ^"!|^^*J!* 
bad  let  to   the    Plaintiff,    to   distrain   for  rent  arrear.   eStcth  under 
Findinji;  the  door  closed  and  the  house  empty,  he  picked  ****  intolvent 
the  lock,  and  made  a  distress,  but  the  whole  effects  in  j^^^  17.  His 
tk/e  hpu^e  were  insufficient  to  cover  t^e  sum;!  i%  arrear,  wife  continued 
122.     The  Plaintiff  was  in  prison,  and  hyswife,  who  ^^J"*^^*"* 
had  continued  to  reside  in  the  house  after  he  went  to  taining  spme 
prison,  had  not  been  seen  there  for  two  days,  but  was  sen^  °^  **  ^"""" 
for  at  her  mother's,  where  it  appeared  she  was  staying,     gj^  Juh,  the 
'  The  Plaintiff  had   petitioned  the  insolvent  debtors'  wife  having 

court  for  his  discharge  on  the  17th  of  June,  when  his  ^^  ***•!"* 

®  'for  two  dayi^ 

interest  in  the  premises  was  assigned  to  the  provisional  and  no  one 
i^gnee,  and  the  effects  now  distrained  were  all  inserted  ^*°i>  *"  ^^^ 

•     T>i  •   *-ir>        u    1   1  houic,Defend- 

m  Plaintiff  s  schedule.  ant  committed 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Defendant,  at  ^  trespass  in 

the  Middlesex  sittings  after  last  Michaelmas  term,  on  *!*  *".*"JP*  '^ 

^  ^  distrain  for 

the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  had  neither  property  qor  rent : 

possession  to  maintain  trespass,  »       ^*^^»  ^^^ 

^  ^  the  wife  had 

not  a  sufficient 

Andrews  Sent,  moved  to  set  it  aside,  on  the  ground  possession  to 
t}iat  the  house  was  constructively  in  the  possession  pf  the  1^  ^.i  ' 
Plaintiff,  his  lyife  being  near  at  hand,  and  apparently  in  in  trespass. 
the  actual  occupation,  though  at  the  moment  on  a  visit 
to  her  mother. 


Wilde  Serjt,  who  shewed  cause,  argued,  that  after 
the  assignment  to  the  provisional  assignee,  the  Plaintiff 
had  no  longer  any  property  in  the  house,  and  could  not 
sue  except  by  the  consent  of  his  assignees.     The  in- 

N  n  2  terest 


SIS 


itso. 


TOPHAM 

Dent. 
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terest  in  the  term  and  in  the  goods  all  passed  to  the 
assignee :  Doe  v.  Andrews  (fl),  Crofts  v.  Pick,  (b) 

Andrews^  in  support  of  his  rule,  argued,  that  the 
absence  of  the  wifeibr  a  short  interval,  as  on  a  visit,  did 
not  interrupt  the  constructive  possession  of  the  premises, 
which  must  be  taken  to  have  been  enjoyed  with  the 
assent  of  the  assignee,  unless  the  contrary  appeared. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  verdict 
ought  not  to  be  disturbed.  In  order  to  maintain  the 
action,  the  Plaintiff  ought  to  have  had  possession  actual 
or  constructive ;  but  in  the  present  case,  the  property 
was  all  out  of  the  Plaintiff.  His  term  was  vested  in 
the  assignee  by  the  assignment  of  June  17th,  and  the 
goods  were  all  enumerated  in  the  Plaintiff's  schedule. 
The  property  not  being  in  him,  had  he  the  possession  ? 
So  far  from  it,  he  was  in  prison,  and  his  wife  had  not 
been  on  the  premises  for  two  days ;  and  it  would  be  too 
much  to  say  that  her  being  accidentally  called  for  on 
the  occasion  of  the  distress  amounted  to  a  constructive 
possession  with  the  assent  of  the  assignee. 

Pairk  J.  concurred. 


Gaselee  J.  The  interest  in  the  house  was  vested  in 
the  assignee,  and  the  action  would  not  lie  without  clear 
evidence  that  the  wife  at  least  was  in  possession  with 
the  assent  of  the  assignee.  No  such  evidence  was 
given  at  the  trial,  and  therefore  the  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged. 


BosANQUET  J.  concurring,  the  rule  was 


Dischal^ged. 


(fl)  4Bingb.SiZ. 


(^)   X  Bimgh.  354. 
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Briggs  v.  Sharp.  j»%  8. 

nrHE   Defendant,    a   prisoner   in  Lincoln  gaol,    was  The  decition 

brought  up  at  the  last  Lincoln  assizes,  before  the  ^^  .*  Jndgc  of 

atnzc  in  re* 
Judge  of  assize,  under  the  Lords'  act,  and  remanded,  mj^ding  a 

on  the  Plaintiff  opposing  his  discbarge,  and  giving  a  prisoner  under 

^   .     .       II        1  .      i  .      .  .  the  Lords' act 

note  to  allow  hini  his  sixpences.  '  j^  -. 

Ludlam  Seijt  had  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  his  dis*  the  time  of 
charge,  on  the  ground,  as  appeared  by  affidavit,  that  the  ""™"^'"g' 
Plaintiff  had  not  signed  the  note  in  Court;  that  no 
affidavit,  verifying  the  Plaintiff's  signature  to  the  note 
for  the  allowance  of  the  sixpences  had  been  delivered  to 
the  Defendant ;  and  that  the  note  itself  had  been  deli- 
vered to  him,  not  in  Court,  but  by  the  gaoler  after  be 
returned  to  prison. 

It  appeared,  however,  that  the  affidavit  with  the  note 
attached  to  it,  had  been  handed  up  to  the  Judge  for  his 
inspection. 

Goulbum  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  The  matter  has  been 
determined  by  the  Judge  of  assize,  the  only  competent 
tribunal ;  and  this  Court  has  no  authority  to  interpose 
except  in  matters  occurring  subsequently,  as  the  non- 
payment of  the  sixpences. 

From  the  statement,  however,  that  the  affidavit  was 
handed  up  to  the  Judge  for  his  inspection,  it  may  be 
presumed  that  the  affidavit  had  reached  the  prisoner's 
hands,  and  that  he  had  suggested  some  enquiry. 

Ludlow  in  support  of  his  rule  contended,  that  the 
Court  had  authority  to  investigate  the  proceedings 
below;  and  that  they  would  be  astute  to  favour  the 
liberty  of  the  subject. 

N  n   8  TiNDAL 
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18S0.  TiNDAL  C.J.     I  think  we  have  no  authority  to  in- 

terfere in  this  case.  The  statute  enacts,  that  the  Court 
shall  make  a  rule  to  discharge  the  insolvent  upon  his 
executing  an  assignment  of  his  property,  unless  the 
creditor  insist  npon  his  being  detained,  and  agree  in 
writing  to  pay  him  Ss.  Sd.  fl  week,  (a) 

Upon  this  enactment  the  Courts  have  introduced,  as  a 
matter  of  practice,  that  the  note  given  by  the  Plaiiltiff 
,  shall  be  signed  in  open  court,  or  thdt  his  signature  shall 
be  verified  by  affidavit  But,  first,  we  must  intend  that 
the  court  below  pursued  the  regular  practice,  and  no 
case  of  application  to  the  court  above  can  be  cited 
which  has  not  arisen  upon  matter  subsequent  to  the 
remanding  of  the  prisoner;  and,  secondly,  there  is 
enough  before  us  to  lead  us  to  infer,  that  what  was  done 
was  done  correctly.  It  is  not  probable  that  the  affidavit 
and  note  would  have  been  handed  up  to  the  Judge 
except  to  enable  him  to  satisfy  himself  upon  some  objec- 
tion taken  by  the  prisoner. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  However  in- 
clined to  assist  a  prisoner,  we  must  not  take  upon  our- 
selves a  jurisdiction  that  is  not  in  us.  Except  for  matter 
arising  subsequently,  the  act  precludes  us  from  entering 
on  a  case  after  the  Judge  of  assize  has  dealt  with  it. 
And  here  we  may  presume  he  dealt  with  it  correctly, 
for  except  upon  objection  by  the  prisoner,  it  is  not 
probable  the  affidavit  and  note  should  have  been  handed 
up  to  the  Judge. 

Gaselee  J.  The  power  of  discharging  or  remand- 
ing the  prisoner  rests  solely  with  the  Judge  of  assize; 
and  after  he  has  remanded,  the  Court  here  cannot  dis- 
charge, except  upon  the  failure  of  the  Plaintiff  to  per- 

(a)  See  3t  G.  a.  c.  a8.  /.  13.     37  G.  3.  c,  85.  j.  3,  4. 

form 
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form  his  undertaking.  The  course  of  the  Judge  of 
assize  has  varied  occasionally,  according  to  the  practice 
of  the  place.  But  the  words  of  the  act  have  in  this 
instance  been  strictly  complied  with.  The  Judge  must 
have  enquired  into  the  case;  for  except  upon  some 
objection  it  is  not  likely  the  documents  would  have 
been  handed  up  \o  him,  and  his  direction  respecting 
them  would  be  final. 


S19 


1930. 


BosANQUET  J.  I  have  ente^tain^  some  doubts, 
because  the  note  was  not  handed  to\he  prisoner  till 
his  return  to  the  prison;  and  the  affidavit,  as  it  is 
stated,  not  at  all,  which  is  contrary  to  the  ordinary 

.practice:  at  the  same  time  they  were  handed  to  the 
Judge  in  Court,  so  that  there  was  no  want  of  com- 
pliance with  the  words  of  the  act.  After  he  has  ex- 
ercised his  judgment  on  the  facts,  I  agree  that  this 
Court  has  no  power  to  review  his  decision,  and  on  that 

aground  I  think  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


DicAs  V.  Jay, 


May  JO, 


npHE  Plaintiff,  in  a  declaration  of  several  counts,  had  PUundffhad 

sued  the  Defendant  for  negligence  as  an  attorney  in  *^^  ^^      j.' 

the  conduct  of  a  suit ;  and  alleged  that  he  the  Plaintiff  genctf per fuod 

Plaintiff  be' 
cime  liable  to  pay  certain  sums,  and  lost  tbe  custom  of  ^.,  B,^  and  C« 
The  cause  was  referred  under  an  order  of  N.  P.,  by  which  Plaintiff  was  precluded 
from  bringing  any  new  action.  The  arbitrator  made  an  award  in  favour  of  Plaintifi^ 
who  nevertheless  sued  Defendant  again,  the  new  declaration  differing  from  the  old 
one,  in  stating  that  FhmuffbaJ  paid  the  money  he  before  alleged  himself  isahie  to 
pay,  and  had  lost  the  custom  of  D.,  E,f  and  F. : 

Held,  that  the  Court  could  not  stay  proceedings  on  a  sununapy  application. 


Nn  4 


had 
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1830.  had  incurred  certain  liabilities  as  the  consequence  of  this 
negligence,  and  had  lost  the  employment  of  certain  per- 
sons who  would  otherwise  have  employed  him. 

The  matter  was,  by  an  order  of  Nisi  Priusj  after- 
wards made  a  rule  of  Court,  referred  to  an  arbitrator, 
who  directed  a  verdict  generally  for  the  Plaintiff  for 
2SL  14s.  lOd.  The  order  by  which  the  cause  was  re- 
ferred precluded  the  Plaintiff  from  bringing  any  new 
action. 

The  Plaintiff,  however,  now  commenced  a  fresh 
action  against  the  Defendant,  the  declaration  in  which 
was  the  same  as  in  the  preceding  action,  with  the  ad- 
dition, that  the  Plaintiff  alleged  himself  to  have  paid 
certain  sums,  for  which  he  had  before  only  alleged  him- 
self to  be  liable,  and  named  certain  other  persons  who 
had  ceased  to  employ  him  in  consequence  of  the  De- 
fendant's negligence. 

Cross  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  stay  the  proceed- 
ings in  this  second  action,  on  an  affidavit  alleging  that 
it  was  brought  for  matters  which  were  included  in  the 
award.  In^Dunn  v.  Murray  (a)  the  declaration  stated, 
that  in  consideration  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  request  of 
the  defendant,  would  enter  into  the  employ  of  the  de- 
fendant in  a  certain  capacity  for  a  year,  at  the  rate  of 
five  guineas  per  week  throughout  the  year,  defendant 
undertook  to  employ  him  for  a  year,  and  alleged  as  a 
breach,  that  the  defendant  dismissed  the  plaintiff  from 
his  employ  before  the  end  of  the  year,  without  any 
reasonable  or  probable  cause.  The  declaration  con- 
tained counts  for  wages,  and  for  work  and  labour,  &c. 
The  cause,  which  was  commenced  before  the  expiration 
of  the  year,  was  referred  to  an  arbitrator,  who  awarded 
to  the  plaintiff  a  sum  of  money  equivalent  in  amount  to 
the  wages  he  would  have  been  entitled  to  receive  from 

{a)  9  fi.  £5f  C.  780. 

:  tht 
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the  defendant  on  the  day  when  the  action  was  com-  18  SO. 
menced.  No  claim  was  made  before  the  arbitrator  for 
any  compensation  in  damages  for  the  dismissal,  except 
80  far  as  the  special  count  in  the  declaration,  and  the 
evidence  of  the  employment  and  the  dismissal,  might 
amount  to  such  a  claim.  The  plaintiff  having  after- 
wards brought  an  action  to  recover  a  compensation  in 
damages  in  consequence  of  the  dismissal  from  the  de- 
fendant's employ  before  the  end  of  the  yc^ar,  it  was 
held,  that  the  award  of  the  arbitrator  was  a  bar  to  such 
action. 

WUde  Serjt,  who  shewed  cause,  relied  on  an  affidavit 
in  which  it  appeared  that  the  learned  Judge  before 
whom  the  former  cause  was  about  to  be  tried  had  ex- 
pressed an  opinion,  that  the  damage  complained  of  in  the 
present  action  might  form  the  subject  of  a  second  suit. 
He  pointed  out  the  difference  between  the  two  declar- 
ations as  above ;  and  contended,  that  the  Court  would 
not  try  summarily,  on  affidavit,  a  doubtfulquestion,  which 
the  Defendant  might  bring  to  issue  by  pleading. 

Cross  Seijt.  This  action  is  a  violation  of  the  rule  of 
Court,  for  which  the  Plaintiff  is  liable  to  an  attach- 
ment ;  but,  if  the  Defendant  waives  the  graver  proceed- 
ing, the  Court  may  interfere  in  support  of  its  own 
order. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  is  an  application  to  stay  pro- 
ceedings, on  the  ground  that  a  former  action  for  the 
same  cause  has  been  referred  to  an  arbitrator  under  a 
rule  of  Court,  and  that  this  proceeding  is  a  violation  of 
that  rule.  It  is,  therefore,  only  a  milder  mode  of  mov- . 
ing  for  an  attachment.  When  the  former  cause  was 
referred,  the  learned  Judge  who  was  about  to  try  it 
expressed  an  opinion,  that  the  damage  now  complained 

of 
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of  might  form  the  fiufagect  of  a  separate  action.  Under 
;  these  circumstances,  it  is  difficult  to  say  that  the  Flain- 
tiff  is  guilty  of  a  contempt  in  bringing  a  second  action, 
although,  upon  looking  at  the  Plaintiff's  declaration,  we 
think  it  would  be  mercy. to  him  to  make  this  rule  abso- 
lute with  costs.  But  we  have  no  right  to  prevent  him 
Irom  proceeding  if  he  chooses  to  do  so,  and  therefoie 
this  rule  must  be  discharged  without  costs. 


Park  J.  siud  he  had  considerable  doubts. 

Gaselee  J.  I  am  of  opinion,  that  the  recoveiy  in 
the  first  of  these  actions  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  to  the 

» second;  and  I  therefore  agree  that  it  would  be  mercy 
to  the  Plaintiff  to  make  this  rule  absolute;  but  as  we 

'  cannot .  go  the  length  of  saying  there  has  been  a  wiUiiil 
violation  of  the  order  of  Court,  the  rule  must  be  dis- 
charged, if  the  Plaintiff  insists  on  proceeding. 


BosANQUET  J.  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


Maj  xo. 


Maxwell  v.  Martin. 


Trespatsfor     'T'RESPASS   for   breaking    and   entering   Plaintiff's 

Lord^s  Leys.  P'^a,  that  the  supposed  close  called  Lord's  Leys  is, 

PIesi»  right  on 

Broekeridge  Common^  and  that  LonTi  Leys  was  part  of  the  common.     Replication, 
no  right  on  Lortts  Leys. 

At  the  trial,  Plaintiff  admitted  that  Defendant  had  a  right  on  all  Broekeridge 
Common  except  the  portion  called  Lord's  Leysy  and  Defendant  admitted  he  had  no 
evidence  of  any  exercise  of  the  right  on  Lord^s  Leys  : 

Held,  that  upon  these  pleadings  and  admissions,  Plaintiff*  was  entitled  to  judgment. 

and 
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wid  at  tbe  said  several  times  when,  &c.  was  an  open 
waste,  and  considered  part  of  a  certain  common  called 
Broekeridge  Common ;  and  that  Defendant,  and  those 
whose  estate  he  had,  had  a  right  to  tak^  stone  from  tbe 
open  waste  and  uninclosed  parts  of  Broekeridge  Com- 
mon^  and  in,  upon,  and  from  the  Lord^s  Leys^  as  being 
an  open,  waste,  and  uninclosed  part  of  Broekeridge 
'■  Common* 

The  replication  (after  protesting  that  Lord^s  Leys  was 

not  an  open,  waste,  and  uninclosed  part  of  Broekeridge 

Common,)  alleged,  that  Defendant  and  those  whose  estate 

'^hehad,  had  not  a  right  to  take  stone  from  the  close 

-or  parcel  of  land  called  the  Lord's  Leys.     Upon  which 

issue  was  joined. 

At  the  trial  the  cause  was  conducted  by  admissions 
on  both  sides :  the  counsel  for  the  Defendmt  admitting, 
that  he  had  no  evidence  to  prove  the  exercise  of  a 
right  to  take  stone  on  the  LordHs  Leys ;  and  the  counsel 
for  tbe  Plainti£P  admitting,  that  the  Defendant  had  a 
•right  to  dig  stone  upon  Broekeridge  Common^  with  tbe 
exception  of  the  parts  of  it  called  tbe  LordHs  Leys; 
it  being  understood,  according  to  the  report  of  tbe 
learned  Judge  who  tried  the  cause,  that  there  was  no 
.&ct  in  dispute  between  tbe  parties  for  the  consideration 
of  the  jury. 

On  this  state  of  the  pleadings,  and  these  admissions 
as  to  the  evidence,  the  verdict  was  entered  for  the  De- 
fendant, with  liberty  for  the  Plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  ^a 
'  verdict  for  Is.  damages. 

Accordingly, 


18S0. 


Maxwell 
Martin. 


Bussell  Serjt.  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  that  effect. 


Ludlam  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  The  Plaintiff  not  hav- 
ing traversed  the  Defendant's  right  to  take  stone  on 
Broekeridge  Common^  has,  on  the  pleadings,  admitted  it ; 

and 
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MAXWUiL 

Martin, 


-and  for  want  of  a  traverse,  he  has  also  (notwithstanding 
the  protestando)  admitted  on  the  pleadings  that  theJLord^s 
Ijey$  is  part  of  Brockeridge  Common^  and  iss  every  whole 
must  contain  all  its  parts,  the  admission  of  die  right  on 
Brockeridge  Common  involves  the  admission  of  a  right  on 
Lord^s  Z>^  as  part  of  the  common.  It  is  impossiblei 
therefore,  that  any  judgment  can  be  entered  for  the 
Plaintiff  on  this  record.  In  Mooremood  v.  Wood  (a)  it 
was  held,  that,  if  to  an  action  of  trespass  in  the  common 
called  A.  the  defendant  plead  that  A.  and  B.  commons 
lie  open  to  each  other,  and  then  prescribe  for  a  right  in 
both  commons,  the  plaintiff  must  traverse  the  tniofe  pre- 
acriptton.  And  in  RUheram  v.  Green  (&),  where  the  de- 
fendant pleaded  a  right  of  common  in  respect  of  a  tene- 
ment in  Z#.,  and  the  jury  found  that  the  defendant's 
ancestor  released  to  the  plaintiff's  ancestor  all  his  right 
and  common  in  part  of  the  land  where  he  had  the 
common,  the  Court  held  that  *^  the  common  is  entire 
through  the  whole  land,  wherefore  a  release  in  part 
«hall  discharge  the  whole,"  **  and  therefore  the  pre- 
scription is  found  against  the  defendant.''  Evidence  of 
ownership,  or  of  rights  upon  some  parts  of  a  waste, 
is,  until  rebutted,  evidence  of  a  right  qver  the  whole. 
Tyrmhitt  v.  Wynn{c\  Stanley  v.  White  {d\  Grose  v. 
Wesi  (e\  B/me  v.  Brenton.  {g) 


Wilde  Serjt.  and  Russell  in  support  of  the  rule.  The 
qualified  admission  by  the  Plaintiff's  counsel  of  the  De- 
fendant's right  on  Brockeridge  Common,  coupled  with  the 
admissions  made  by  the  Defendant,  threw  it  on  him  to 
make  out  the  affirmative,  that  he  had  a  right  on  LordCs 
Ijeys.  The  present  resistance  is  an  attempt  to  elude  by 
finesse  the  understanding  come  to  by  both  parties  on 
the  trial.  ^ 


{a)  4  T.R.1S7. 
(6)  Cro.  EHz,  593. 
W  %B.^  A.  554* 


(J)  i^Easti  332. 
(e)  7  Taunt.  39, 


The 
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'  The  Court  took  time  to  consult  Vaughan  B«V  before 
whom  the  verdict  was  taken,  and  judgment  was  now 
delivered  by 

TiNDAL  C.J.     Upon  the  pleadings  in  this  case,  the 
precise  issue  raised  by  the  replication  is,  Whether  the 
Defendant  has  a  prescriptive  right  to  dig  stone  in,  upon, 
and  from  the  dose  called  the  Ijor£z  Leys  ^  and  it  is 
admitted  on  the  face  of  the  pleadings,  for  the  purpose  of 
this  cause,  that  the  Lord^s  Leys  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
trespass  committed,  an  open,  waste,  and  uninclosed  pari 
of  a  certain  common  called  Brockeridge  Common. 
'  The  cause,  instead  of  being  tried  by  the  actual  pro-* 
duction  of  evidence  before  the  jury,  was  brought  to  a  ter- 
mination by  the  admission  of  the  counsel  on  each  side  » 
the  counsel  for  the  Defendant  admitting,  that  he  had 
no  evidence  to  prove  the  exercbe  of  a  right  to  take 
stone  on  the  Lord^s  Leys^    and  the  counsel  for  the 
Plaintiff  admitting,   that  the  Defendant  had  a  right 
to  dig  stone  upon  Brockeridge  Common,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  the  parts  of  it  called  the  Lordls  Leys  ^  it  being 
understood,  according  to  the  report  of  the  learned  Judge 
who  tried  the  cause,  that  there  was  no  fact  in  dispute 
between  (he  parties  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 
*.  On  this  state  of  the  pleadings,  and  this  mutual  under-' 
standing  of  the  condition  in  which  the  parties  stood  as* 
to  the  evidence,  the  verdict  was  entered  for  tlie  Defend- 
ant, with  liberty  for  the  Plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a^ 
verdict  for  \s.  damages,  which  is  now  sought  to  be  done 
on  the  rule  obtained  for  that  purpose,  and  which  rule^ 
we  think,  ought  to  be  made  absolute. 
V  The  original  grant  of  the  right  of  digging  stones  upon 
Brockeridge  Common,  on  the  foundation  and  in  the  place 
of  which  grant  the  prescription  now  stands,  might  either 
have  been  a  general  grant  to  dig  stone  over  the  whole 
common,  or  a  grant  to  dig  stone  over,  the  whole  com- 
mon. 


1880. 


Maxwell 

V. 
MARTm. 
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BiAZWELL 

Martin. 


moD,  with  the  exertion  of  the  LonPs  Leys*  But  the 
affirmatiTe  of  the  issue  is  upon  the  Defeudant.  He 
must  shew  affirmatively,  either  that  the  origioal  grant, 
or  the  prescriptive  right  set  up  in  the  plea,  does  com- 
prehend the  whole  common  without  any  exceplaoo.  So 
that,  if  the  original  grant  cannot  be  produced,  and  the 
evidence  as  tx>  the  prescriptive  right  over  the  part  caned 
the  LorJCs  Leys  hangs  in  even  scales,  the  balance  mnat 
be  declared  in  iavour  of  the  Plainti£^  inasmuch  aa  the 
burden  of  making  the  scale  pr^xmderate  is  cast  upon 
the  Defisndant 

Now,  if  the  case  had  gone  to  the  jury  upon  the  actual 
production  of  evidence,  the  right  to  take  stones  upon  the 
LoTiTs  Leys  would  have  depended,  not  merely  on  affirm- 
ative evidence  of  the  exercise  of  that  right  on  the  particulars 
spot ;  but  as  the  Defendant  had  evidence  of  the  exercise 
of  the  right  (^getting  stone  on  the  whole  of  Brockeridge 
Common^  the  jury  might  have  inferred  the  right  at  to 
the  particular  spot  in  dispute,  from  the  mode  and  m^ 
cumstances  under  which  the  right  was  exercised  over 
the  residue  of  the  common,  and  not  exercised  as  to  the 
LortCs  Leys,  Thus,  the  situation  of  the  LorcPs  Leysy 
the  quantity  and  value  of  the  stone  under  it,  its  accesd« 
bility  or  convenience  with  respect  to  the  tenement  of  the 
Defendant,  might  have  been  important  evidence,  either 
to  support  or  to  negative  the  inference  as  to  the  exoep* 
tton  of  the  Lord*s  Leys  from  the  original  grant,  or  from 
the  prescriptive  right. 

But  as  this  was  well  known  to  the  counsel  on  both 
sidos,  we  take  the  admission  made  at  the  trial  as  a 
general  admission,  not  only  that  there  was  no  direct 
affirmative  evidence  to  support  the  issue  as  to  the  Lorfs 
Leys^  but  none  that  would  raise  an  inference  in  support 
of  it;  and,  therefore,  upon  the  whole,  we  think  the 
Defendant  has  not  proved  his  issue,  and  that  the  rule 
obtained  must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 
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FoRSTER  and  Another  v.  Weston.  May  xo. 

nPHE   Defendant  was   arrested   for  1123/.,   and   the  Defendtnt 

Plaintiffs  at  the  trial  consented  to  take  a  verdict  for  ^a^n«  ^ 

arretted  for 

716/.  xx43/.»wliea 

the  Plaintifrs 

Wilde  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  tax  the  JDefendant  ^  knowing 
his  costs  under  43  G.  3.  c.  46.,  as  for  an  arrest  without  that  only  7x6/. 
probable  cause,  upon  affidavits  which  alleged  that  at  the  T^  "^tled* 
time  of  the  arrest  the  Plaintiffs  had  in  their  hands  407/.  to  hit  cotu 
of  the  Defendant's   money,  which  reduced  their  real  ^^^^  ^3  ^*  3» 
demand  to  716/.,  the  sum  recovered  |  that  the  account  ^gugii  the 
on  which  this  balance  was  due  stood  in  the  joint  names  accounu  be- 
of  the  Defendant  and  another,  but  that  the  Plaintiffii  ^^^end^ 
had,  upon  an  arrangement  between  them,  been  accus*  ant  were 
tomed  to  pay  each  of  them  separately  a  ipoiety  of  the  •o™*^*^ 
sums  that  became  due  to  the  two.     He  cited  Dronefield 
V.  Archer,  {a) 

The  Plaintiffs  in  answer  alleged  that  the  Defendant 
was  about  to  leave  the  country  when  he  was  arrested. 
They  admitted  that  407/.  was  due  to  the  Defendant  as 
his  moiety  upon  the  joint  account,  and  did  not  expressly  - 
deny  that  they  knew  this  to  be  the  amount  of  his  moiety 
at  the  time  of  the  arrest. 

TcMy  Serjt,  who  shewed  cause,  contended  that  there 
was  no  ground  for  calling  this  a  malicious  or  vexatious 
arrest,  since  the  disproportion  between  the  sum  sworn 
to  and  the  sum  recovered  was  not  immoderate,  and  the 

{a)  ji5.&f  yf.513. 

Plaintiffs 
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PlaintiiTs  might  well  have  been  misled  by  the  joint 
account 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  think  this  case  falls  within  the  statute 
of  43  G.  3.,  and  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  not  reasonable 
or  probable  cause  for  arresting  the  Defendant  for  112SL 
If,  indeed,  they  had  really  believed  that  they  were  not 
safe  in  dividing  the  joint  account,  that  might  have  given 
a  different  complexion  to  the  afiair ;  but  they  admit  that 
they  afterwards  divided  tlie  amount,  and  they  have  not 
stated  that  they  did  not  know  it  was  to  be  divided 
previously  to  the  arrest. 

Park  J.  The  balance  is  the  sum  due.  The  Plain- 
tiffs knew  that  something  was  due  from  them  to  the 
Defendant  which  would  reduce  the  amount  for  which 
they  arrested  him,  and  they  had  no  probable  cause  for 
arresting  him  for  more  than  the  balance.  In  a  great 
variety  of  decisions  it  has  been  laid  down  that  the  rule 
upon  these  motions  is  the  same  as  in  actions  for  a 
malicious  arrest. 


The  rest  of  the  Court  concurred,  and  the  rule  was 
made 

Absolute. 
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Chalie  and  Another  t;.  Belshaw.  May  lo. 

'T^HE  declaraUon  stated  that  the  Defendant,  according  Aveniieiit» 

to  the  usage  and  custom  of  merchants,  accepted  a  that  Defend- 
bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  thereupon  ^um^^!^u^ 
became  liable  to  pay  the  amount  according  to  the  tenor  dent  on  tpe- 
of  the  said  bill.  «»f  demnrrer, 

iitiioQaii  ths. 
Breach,    non-payment.      Special  demurrer,   on   ^t^ax^x^%Q.^ 

ground  that  it  was  not  stated  that  the  Defendant  ac-  requiretta^ 
cepted  the  bill  of  exchange  in  writing,  or  that  the  ^^^*"*"' 
acceptance  of  the  same  was  in  writing ;  and  also  for 
that  it  was  stated  that  the  Defendant  accepted  the  bill 
of  exchange  according  to  the  usage  and  custom  of  mer- 
chants, and  by  the  usage  and  custom  of  merchants  an 
acceptance  by  parol  without  writing  would  have  been 
sufficient,  whereas  by  a  certain  act  of  parliament  passed 
m  the  first  and  second  years  of  the  reign  of  King  George 
the  Fourth,  the  acceptance  of  the  bill  of  exchange,  to  be 
valid,  must  be  in  writing. 

Jones  Serjt,  in  support  of  the  demurrer,  urged  that 
the  declaration  ought  to  state  all  that  the  statute  re- 
quired.   But 

The  Court  held  the  declaration  sufficient,  and  that 
there  was  nothing  in  the  objection. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff* 


Vol.  VI. 
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ifof  lo.  Murray  v*  Nichols  and  Others. 

In  an  loiioa     HPHE  Plaintiff  had  sued  the  Defendants  in  case ;  and 

ofLtfatcne  j^jg  declaration  contained  counts  for  a  malicious 

for  a  milif tniif  ^ 

proNoiitio%      prosecntion ;  counts  for  a  libel;  and  trover  for  a  tmoL 

fez  pio4  In  the  count  for  a  malicious  prosecttti<>n  he  had  stated 

Plaiatiff  was      ....  j  ^         c 

himkr  iaaan-    "^  imprisonment  as  a  consequence  and  a^gravatton  ol 

•poriiL  OB*  <>^    the  malicious  charge. 

^IT'^  ^  A  Teidict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff  airainst  some  of 

peydaatt  eb* 

taining  a  y«r-.  the  Defendants,  while  others  were  acquitted,  but  the 
dictyis  not  en-  prothonotsry  having  declined  to  allow  them  their  cosC% 

dtled  to  hii 
costs  under 

S  St^  IT.  3.  Janes  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  review  his  tastation ; 

r.  II.  if  aw-  ggainst  which 

diet  pass  ^ 

against  the 

^'^fln*  Wilde  Serjt  was  to  have  shewn  cause,  but  the  Court 

called  on 

Jones  to  support  his  rule.  At  common  law  where  a 
verdict  was  found  against  one  of  several  defendants  in  an 
aetion  of  torty  the  others  who  were  acquitted  had  no 
claim  for  costs.  To  remedy  this  the  statute  8  &  9  19^.  S. 
c.  11.  5.1.  gives  costs  to  any  of  several  defendants  who 
obtain  a  verdict  in  actions  of  trespass,  assault,  felse 
imprisonment,  and  e^ectione  Jimue.  This  statute,  con- 
sidering the  reason  of  its  passing,  ought  to  be  construed 
liberally,  and  with  a  view  to  the  object,  not  the  form,  of 
the  action  in  which  a  defendant  may  be  engaged ;  for  if 
it  had  been  intended  that  the  remedy  should  have  been 
confined  to  the  form  of  action,  it  would  have  been  only 
necessary  to  specify  the  action  of  trespass,  since  that 
includes  all  that  are  named  in  the  statute.     But  it  was 

meant 
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Ineant  to  give  the  costs  wherever  a  false  imprisonment 
was  the  subject  of  the  action,  whether  under  the  form  of 
trespass  or  case;  and  here  the  decUration  stated  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  falsely  imprisoned.  In  Dibbefi  v. 
Cooke  {a)  the  Court  said,  "  Before  the  statute  of  8  & 
9  IV.  S.  c.  II.  if  one  defendant  was  acquitted,  he  was  not 
entitled  to  his  costs,  the  Courts  construing  the  fortner 
adts  to  relate  only  to  the  case  of  a  total  acquittal  of  all 
.die  defendants.  This  being  inconvenient,  the  8  &  9  fV.  3. 
r.  11.  came,  and  gave  costs  where  one  of  the  defendants 
is  acquitted,  unless  the  Judge  certifies  a  reasonable  cause 
to  make  him  a  defendant.  And  that  act  extends  to 
•frespass,  assault,  false  imprisonment,  and  ejectment." 
iBdt  the  action  there  being  for  a  nuisance,  the  Court 
iboiight  it  did  not  come  within  the  act.  Ingle  v.  Wordsr 
iotorih  (ft),  where  the  costs  were  refused,  was  an  action  of 
replevin;  and  Marriner  v.  Barrett,  cited  in  that  case, 
^as  an  action  of  trover.  But  no  case  has  decided  that 
rcosts  shall  be  withheld  where  false  imprisonment  is  the 
•rabject,  though  not  the  form  of  the  action. 


WSO. 


Murray 

V. 

Nichols 


•  '  TiNDAL  C.  J.  '  The  rule  cannot  be  laid  down  with 
greater  accuracy  tlian  by  Lord  Hardwicke  in  the  case 
referred  to.  "  The  act  extends  to  trespass,  assault, 
false  imprisonment,  and  eject^nent.  The  present  action 
is  trespass  on  the  case :  and  though  that  be  a  species  of 
trespass,  and  in  the  case  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  the 
-ilford  trespass  in  the  proviso  has  been  extended  to  actiotis 
on  the  case ;  yet,  considering  these  acts  giving  cost?  have 
idways  been  looked  on  as  penal  acts  not  to  be  extended 
by  equity,  and,  therefore,  an  avowant  not  within  the 
word  plaintiff,  Carth.  179.,  we  must  take  it  only  to  mean 
the  general  sort  of  trespass  vi  ct  armis :  1 0  Rep.  Marshal^ 
sea  case."     And  the  question  is,  whether  this  act  can  be 


(a)  a  Sir.  zoo6. 


{b)  3  Bum  1384. 
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Nichols. 


construed  in  the  manner  now  required.  The  words  d 
the  act  are,  **  where  several  persons  shall  be  made  d^ 
fendants  to  any  action,  or  plaint  of  trespass,  assault,  (aiae 
imprisonment,  or  ejectione  Jirmcs^  and  any  one  or  more 
of  them  shall  be,  upon  the  trial  thereof,  acquitted  by 
verdict,  every  person  or  persons  so  acquitted  shall  have 
and  recover  his  costs  of  suit  in  like  manner  as  if  a 
verdict  had  been  given  against  the  plaintiff  or  plaintifi 
and  acquitted  all  the  defendants,  unless  the  Judges 
before  whom  such  cause  shall  be  tried,  shall  immediately 
after  the  trial  thereof,  in  open  court,  certify  upon  the 
record  under  his  hand,  that  there  was  a  reasonable 
cause  for  the  making  such  person  or  persons  a  defend- 
ant or  defendants  to  such  action  or  plaint."  And  it 
appears  to  me  that  this  declaration  does  not  come  within 
those  words.  An  action  of  false  imprisonment  means 
an  action  brought  directly  for  the  imprisonment ;  but 
here  the  imprisonment  is  stated  only,  as  matter  of 
aggravation  incidental  to  the  principal  charge;  it  is 
clearly  not  the  gbt  of  the  action,  and  the  very  be- 
ginning of  the  declaration,  **  was  attached  to  answer 
the  plaintiff  for  plea  of  trespass  on  the  case,**  puts  the 
Defendant  out  of  court. 


Park  J.  and  Gaselee  J.  concurred. 


BosANQUST  J.  By  the  action  of  false  imprisonmentf 
the  statute  meant  an  action  brought  for  the  imprison- 
ment directly,  and  not  as  consequential  damage. 

Rule  dischaiged. 
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Fenn  dem.  Thomas  Thomas  v.  Griffith  and       Maj  lo. 

Another. 

J^JECTMENT.     At  the  trial  before  Goulbum  Serjt.  Ejectmeiit. 

last  Pembroke  great  sessions,  the  lessor  of  the  Plain^     -^       *     j 

®  '  witness  proved 

tiff  claimed  under  a  lease  from  the  mayor,  bailiff,  and  an  acknow- 

burgesses  of  Tenbt/  made  in  1788,  which  was  put  in  and  *fdg™«"t  by 

toe  I/CiieniMUitf 
read.     A  witness  for  the  Plaintiff  then  proved,  that  the  th^t  he  held 

Defendants  succeeded  to  and  claimed  under  Alexander  under  T.,  and 

TThomaSf  who  occupied  the  premises  before  them.     The  ^^n^,-  j^j  ' 

witness  said  he  had  drawn  an  agreement  or  lease  con-  drawn  aa 

cernini;  the  premises,  between  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  *g'*f|J'*«*^ 

^         '^             '  touchmg  the 
and  A.  Thomas:  he  had  often  heard  A.  Thomas  say  be  premises  be- 
held the  premises  under  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff,  but  tween  Plam- 
never  heard  him  say  any  thing  about  the  agreement  or  j^^  ^. 
lease.     The  Defendant  had  received  a  notice  to  quit  Phdntiffwas 
'  without  objection.     The  writing  mentioned  by  the  wit-  ^^  ^  ^J^ 
ness  was  not  produced,  but  a  verdict  having  been  taken  ing. 
for  the  Plaintiff,  with  leave  for  the  Defendant  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit, 

Hussell  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  accordingly,  on  the 
ground,  that  it  having  appeared  by  the  Plaintiff's  own 
witness  that  the  premises  had  been  demised  by  a  writing, 
it  ought  to  have  been  produced  as  the  best  evidence  of 
the  duration  of  the  term :  Brewer  v.  Palmer,  {a) 

Ludlow  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  There  was  no  reason 
for  producing  the  writing,  unless  it  had  also  appeared 
to  apply  to  the  time  of  which  the  witness  was  speaking. 
It  might  have  been  an  expired  lease;  and  the  Defendant 
had  never  himself  acknowledged  its  existence.  At  all 
events,  there  was  no  question  here  about  tlie  terms  of 

(a)  s  Ejf.  4x3. 

OoS       ^  the 
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the  writing,  the  only  dispute  was,  whether  the  Defend- 
ant held  under  the  PlaintifP,  and  that  was  virtually  ad- 
mitted by  his  not  objecting  to  the  notice  to  quit- 
In  Brewer  v.  Palmer^  the  plaintiff  was  not  permittol 
to  recover  in  an  action  for  use  and  occupation,  without 
producing  a  written  instrument  under  which  the  defend- 
ant held :  but  that  case  is  distinguishable  on  the  ground, 
that  the  amount  to  which  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  most 
have  been  expressly  specified  in  tlie  instrument. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  Plaintiff  here,  who  claimed  an 
interest  adverse  to  the  Defendant,  ought  to  have  pro- 
duced the  writing  when  its  existence  was  shewn  by  his 
own  witness. 

Park  J.  As  the  Plaintiff's  own  witness  stated  there 
was  a  writing,  the  Court  was  bound  to  see  the  nature  of 
the  instrument. 

Bps ANQUET  J.  {a)  I  am  of  the  same  opinion :  the 
Plaintiff  himself  made  the  writing  material^  and  ought 
to  have  produced  it. 

Rule  absolute. 

(^i)  Gaselee  J.  was  at  Chambers. 


May  !%• 

Demand  df 
particulars  of 
a  potice  of  set- 
off deliveted 
after  a  plea 
which  was  a 
nullity;  Held, 
no  waiver  of 
the  Plaintiff's 
right  to  sign 
judgment. 


foRD  V.  Bernard. 

"r\EBT.  The  Defendant  pleaded  7wn  assumpsit^  and 
gave  notice  of  set  off.  The  Plaintiff  took  out  a 
summons  for  particulars  of  the  set-off,  but  afterwards 
signed  judgment  as  for  want  of  a  plea.  The  action  was 
brought  to  recover  6/.  is. 

Bompas  Serjt.  with  an  affidavit  of  merits,  obtained  a 
rule  nisi  to  set  aside  this  judgment,  on  such  terms  as  the 

Court 
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Court  should  impose.  He  contended  that  the  Plaintiff 
kad  waived  the  irregularity  of  the  plea  of  non  assumptU, 
by  taking  out  a  summcms  for  the  particulars  of  setoff. 
In  Margerem  v.  Makilwaine{a\  it  was  held,  that  the 
Plaintiff  by  taking  a  plea  out  of  the  office,  waived  the 
objection  that  it  was  a  nullity. 

Wilde  Seijt.  shewed  cause.  This  plea  is  not  merely 
irregular  but  null,  and  there  can  be  no  waiver  of  a 
nullity.  In  Margerem  v.  Makilwaine^  the  plea  was  good 
im  the  face  of  it,  and  merely  irr^ular  as  not  having 
been  put  in  by  the  attorney  in  the  cause. 

Bompas.  After  an  affidavit  of  merits,  it  has  always 
been  the  practice  to  allow  the  Defendant  to  try  the 
cause  upon  some  terms ;  as,  paying  aH  costs  and  putting 
.the  Plaintiff  in  the  same  situation. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  judgment  is  regular ;  the  De- 
fendant has  put  in  a  plea  not  adapted  to  the  nature  of 
die  action.  It  has  been  decided  that  non  assumpidii.  if 
pleaded  to  a  declaration  in  debt,  is  a  nullity  {b) ;  and  We 
do  not  think  any  waiver  of  this  nullity  has  taken  places 
by  the  Plaintiff's  afterwards  calling  for  the  particulars  of 
a  notice  of  set-off ;  the  notice  forms  no  part  of  the 
record,  end  what  has  been  done  does  not  affect  the 
matter  on  record.  There  is  a  manifest  distinction  be- 
tween a  mere  nullity,  and  a  plea  good  on  the  face  of  it,^ 
which  was  the  case  in  Margerem  v.  Makilwaine. 

|t  comes  then  to  the  question,  whether  we  are  in  all 
-cases  to  set  aside  a  regular  judgment  upon  a  mere  affi- 
davit of  merits,  and  imposing  terms  on  the  Defendant. 
Before  doing  so,  we  may  no  doubt  look  into  the  par- 
ticulars of  the  cause,  and  when  we  find  that  this  is  an 


IgdO. 


(a)  %  N.  R,  509. 


(b)  Sep  Perr)  ir«  FUb€r^  6£Mtf  549* 
O  o  4  action 
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action  to  recover  no  larger  a  sum  than  6L  Is^  and  the 
Defendant  asks  us  to  allow  him  to  pay  a  consideraUe 
amount  for  the  purpose  of  going  to  trial,  we  think  it 
mercy  to  him  to  discharge  the  rule. 

Rule  discharged,  with  leave  for  the  pro- 
thonotary  to  inquire  into  the  case. 


Mi^  14' 


A  landlord, 
^Hu>  adzes  hit 
tenant's  goods 
under  an  eze- 
cuti<m,  the 
proceeds  of 
wbich  he  is 
obliged  to  re- 
fund to  the 
assignees  of 
the  tenant 
under  7  G»  4. 
e.  57.  /•  34. 
cannot  retain 
against  the  as- 
signees the 
amoant  of  a 
year's  rent 
under  the 
8  Jinn*  c*  14. 


Taylor  and  Another,  Assignees  of  Mellers, 

an  Insolvent,  v.  Lanton. 

n^HIS  was  an  action  of  indebitus  assumpsit. 

The  declaration  contained  counts  for  money  had 
and  received  by  the  Defendant  to  the  use  of  the  insol- 
vent; money  lent  and  advanced,  and  paid,  laid  out^  and 
expended  by  the  insolvent  for  the  use  of  the  Defendant; 
and  upon  an  account  stated  between  the  Defendant  and 
the  insolvent*  Also  counts  for  money  had  and  recdved 
by  the  Defendant. to  the  use  of  the  Plaindfis,  as  as- 
signees of  the  said  insolvent;  and  upon  an  account 
stated  between  the  Defendant  and  the  Plaintift,  as 
assignees  as  aforesaid.  The  Defendant  pleaded  the 
general  issue. 

At  the  trial  of  the  cause  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  London 
sittings  after  Easter  term  last,  a  verdict  was  found  for 
the  Plaintiffs,  damages  130/.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 
the  Court  on  the  following  case :  — 

The  insolvent,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  issuing  of 
the  writ  of  execution  thereinafter  mentioned,  was  pos- 
sessed of  a  certain  house  in  Norfolk  Street^  Strand^  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex^  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  De- 
fendant, under  a  lease  for  a  term  of  years,  then  unex- 
pired ;  and  also  of  certain  goods  and  chattels,  being  the 
furniture  in  the  said  house. 

On 
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On  the  Slst  of  May  1828,  the  insolvent  being  in- 

.debted  to  the  Defendant  in  the  sum  of  80^  for  fixtures 

.on  the  same  premises,  and  in  the  sum  of  50/.  for  part 

of  the  consideration  for  the  lease  of  the  said  house,  exe- 

cuted  a  warrant  of  attorney,  giving  authority  to  enter 

up  judgment  at  the  suit  of  the  Defendant  for  the  said 

respective  sums  of  80/.  and  50/.     Final  judgment  was 

signed  thereon  on  the  80th  of  June  1828,  and  a  writ  of 

Jieri  facias  upon  the  said  judgment,  at  the  suit  of  the 

Defendant,  was   issued  on  the  same  day  against  the 

goods  and  chattels  of  the  insolvent. 

On  the  said  30th  of  June  1828,  there  was  one  year's 
rent  due  from  the  insolvent  to  the  Defendant '  under  the 
said  lease,  and  the  Defendant  gave  notice  of  the  same 
being  so  due  to  the  sheriff's  officer,  to  whom  the  writ  of 
execution  was  delivered,  and  at  the  same  time  required 
bim  to  retain  the  same  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  said 
execution  to  satisfy  the  Defendant  for  the  said  rent. 

On  the  \stoS  July  1828,  the  lease,  goods,  and  chattels 
of  the  insolvent  were  taken  in  execution  under  the  said 
writ,  and  on  the  18th  day  of  the  same  month  were  sold 
under  and  by  virtue  of  such  execution,  and  produced 
217/.  185.  6rf. 

The  sum  of  ISO/,  for  the  said  rent  due  to  the  De- 
fendant was  deducted  from  the  said  sum  of  217/.  185.  6</., 
the  proceeds  of  the  said  sale,  and  on  the  7th  of  August 
paid  over  to  the  Defendant  by  the  said  officer;  and  the 
balance,  after  further  deducting  the  several  sums  due 
for  taxing  and  incidental  expenses,  was  paid  into  court 
in  this  action. 

'  On  the  14th  of  June  1828  the  insolvent  surrendered 
himself  to  prison  in  discharge  of  his  bail,  and  continued 
in  prison  from  that  time  until  his  discharge  thereinafter 
•mentioned. 

On  the  19th  of  July  he  filed  his  petition  in  the  court 
for  the  relief  of  insolvent  debtors  in  England  under  and 
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in  pursuance  of  the  act  passed  in  the  seventh  year  .<if  his 
present  majes^'s  reign,  intituled  An  Act  to  amend  and 
consolidate  the  laws  for  the  relief  of  insolvent  dcbton 
in  Englofidt  and,  on  the  24th  o£  Sepiemter  1826,  the 
said  insolvent  was,  under  and  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
act,  discharged  from  imprisonment. 

The  Plainti£Es  were  die  assignees  of  the  iestate  and 
effects  of  the  said  insolvent,  and  duly  appointed  and 
constituted  according  to  the  said  act 

The  jury  Ibund  that  the  said  warrant  of  attomqr 
was  not  given  hj  way  of  fraudulent  preference  to  th^ 
defendant 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was,  whe- 
ther the  Plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  the  insolveoty  were 
entitled  to  recover  from  the  Defendant  the  said  sum  dT 
ISO/,  so  paid  to  the  Defendant  ? 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  PlaindA 
were  entided  to  recover,  the  verdict  f6r  the  Plaintifi 
to  stand ;  if  not»  a  nonsuit  was  to  be  entered. 


Toddy  Serjt  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  Defendant  is  not 
entided  to  retain  the  amount  of  rent  taken  under  the  exe- 
cution. The  object  of  the  insolvent  debtors'  act,  like  that 
of  the  bankrupt  acts,  is  to  effect  an  equal  division  of  the 
debtor's  property ;  and  as  far  as  respects  the  Defendant's 
warrant  of  attorney,  be  was  compelled  to  refund  the  pro»> 
ceeds  of  the  execution  to  the  creditors,  under  the  thbrtj^ 
fourth  section  of  7  G.  4.  c.  57.  In  Noilet/  v.  Bud  {a)  k 
was  decided  on  the  corresponding  provision  of  the  bank- 
rupt act,  6G.  4.  c.  16.  s.  108.,  that  the  creditors  wore 
entitled  to  recover  from  the  sheriff  in  an  action  ibr 
money  bad  and  received  the  proceeds  of  an  execution 
levied  after  the  bankruptcy  of  the  debtor  upon  a  judg^ 
ment  by  ;;i7  dicii  suffered  by  him  before.     There  is  no 
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exception  in   favour  of  a  landlord.     And  the  statute 

6  Ann.  c.  14.  5. 1.,  by  which  it  is  enacted  that  '*  no  goods 
or  chattels  shall  be  liable  to  be  taken  by  virtue  of  any 
execution  on  any  pretence  whatsoever,  unless  the  party 
at  whose  suit  the  said  execution  is  sued  out  shall,  before 
the  removal  of  such  goods  from  off  the  premises  by 
virtue  of  such  execution,  pay  to  the  landlord  of  the  said 
premises  or  his  bailiff  all  such  sum  or  sums  of  money 
as  are  or  shall  be  due  for  rent,  provided  the  said  arrear 
do  not  amount  to  more  than  one  year's  rent,**  applies 
only  to  cases  where  an  executicMi  creditor  claims  ad* 
versely  to  the  landlord,  not  where  the  landlord  is  him«^ 
self  the  execution  creditor.  The  object  of  that  statute 
was  to  protect  the  landlord  against  the  frauds  of  tehantSi 
particularly  in  colluding  with  creditors  to  deprive  the 
landlord  of  the  means  of  distraining  for  his  rent;  and  it 
would  lead  to  serious  inconvenience  if  a  landlord  were 
periiiitted  to  levy  his  rent  under  an  execution  for  a  debt 
of  a  different  description ;  the  tenant  would  be  deprived 
of  the  right  of  contesting  in  a  replevin  the  amount  of 
rent  claimed,  and  would  be  divested  of  the  protection 
afforded  him  by  the  various  acts  for  the  prevention  of 
irregular  distresses.  It  is  plain  that  the  execution  can« 
not  be  supported  under  the  judgment,  and  the  statute 

7  G.  4.  would  be  rendered  nugatory  if  the  Defendant 
could  effect  that  in  the  character  of  landlord  which  he  is 
precluded  from  doing  as  a  creditor.  In  Lee  v.  Lopez  (a) 
die  sheriff  upon  an  execution  by  the  landlord  levied  for 
him,  as  rent  arrear,  140/.  beyond  the  amount  of  the 
execution  debt ;  but  the  tenant  having  previously  com* 
mitted  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  it  was  held  that  his  as* 
signees  were  entitled  to  the  nK>ney.  That  case  cannot 
be  distinguished  from  the  present.  And  it  has  not  been 
the  practice  of  the  courts  to  give  a  more  extended  con- 
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strucdon  to  the  statute  of  Anne:  for  in  BranJBimg  r. 
Barringtan  (a),  where  the  sheriff  had  retained  a  sum 
for  rent  on  executing  on  the  tenant  a  writ  c£  pone  per 
vadioSf  which  it  was  hekl  he  ought  not  to  do^  Lord 
Tenterden  said,  **  The  process  under  which  the  shariff 
sdzed  and  sold  the  goods  in  question  was  not  process 
of  execution  on  a  judgment;  it  was  not  therefore  within 
the  words  of  the  statute.  But  it  is  said  that  it  was  within 
the  equity.  Speaking  for  myself  alone^  I  cannot  forbear 
observing,  that  I  think  there  is  always  danger  in  giving 
e£fect  to  what  is  called  the  equity  of  a  statute,  and  that 
it  is  much  safer  and  better  to  rely  on  and  abide  by  the 
plain  words,  although  the  legislature  might  possibly 
have  provided  for  other  cases  had  their  attention  been 
directed  to  them." 


Wilde  Seijt  contrd.  Under  this  execution  the  De- 
fendant is  entitled  to  retain  the  sum  due  to  him^  for 
rent;  for  the  thiity-fourth  section  of  7  6. 4.  c;  57.  does 
not  avoid  the  execution,  —  Taylor  v.  Taylor  (i), — resem- 
bling in  that  respect  the  108th  section  of  the  bankrupt 
act,  6G.4f.  c,l6,;  and  Morelandv.PeUaU{c\  comes 
nearer  to  the  present  case  than  Notley  v.  Buck.  In 
Moreland  v.  Pellatt,  judgment  was  entered  up  on  a  war- 
rant of  attorney  given  by  two  joint  traders,  and  aJL  fau 
issued,  returnable  on  the  Sd  of  May.  On  the  Ist  of 
that  month  the  sheriffs'  officer  received  from  the  De- 
fendants the  money  directed  to  be  levied.  On  the  2d 
of  May  one  of  them  committed  an  act  of  bankruptqrt 
and  the  other  on  the  5th.  On  the  11th  a  commission 
of  bankrupt  issued,  and  on  the  19th  the  sheriff  paid 
over  the  money  to  the  execution  creditor.  In  an  action 
by  the  assignees,  it  was  held,  that  he  was  entitled  to  retain 
it,  not  being  creditor  having  a  security  at  the  time  of  the 

(fi)  6B.bfC.  467-       W  5B.bfC.  39».       (e)  SB.i^C.  7»». 
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bankniptcy.  The  acts  of  the  sheriff  in  the  present  case^ 
were  legal ;  the  money  was  levied  and  became  the  pro* 
perty  of  the  Defendant  on  the  18th ;  while  the  PlaintifiSf 
as  assignees,  have  no  title  till  t|ie  19th,  the  date  of  the 
assignment.  In  Lee  v.  Lopez  the  sheriff  was  a  wrongs 
doer,  having  seized  after  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  which 
distinguishes  that  case  from  the  present  But  the 
Defendant's  claim  as  landlord  is  also  protected  by  the 
statute  oi  Anne.  It  is  clear  that,  if  he  had  gone  through 
the  formality  of  a  distress  just  before  the  execution,  he 
would  have  been  entitled  to  the  rent ;  and  virtually  be  may 
be  said  to  have  done  so :  for  under  the  statute  of  Anne 
the  sheriff  upon  receiving  notice  of  the  rent  due  becomes 
the  agent  of  the  landlord,  and  is  compelled  to  levy  for 
the  rent  before  he  proceeds  with  the  execution.  No 
distress  is  actually  made  by  the  sheriff  or  the  landlord ; 
and  one  object  of  the  statute  was  to  avoid  tne  confiict  of 
two  distinct  claims  to  the  same  property  in  the  custody 
of  the  law.  And  though  as  among  traders  the  object 
of  the  law  is  an  equal  dbtribution  of  the  debtor's  pro- 
perty, yet  it  has  never  been  intended  to  deprive  the 
landlord  of  his  priority ;  and  the  courts  have  summarily 
ordered  the  sheriff  to  pay  over  to  him  the  money  levied ; 
Gere  V.  Gaftcn  (a).  Darling  v.  HilL  {b)  In  Hencheti  v. 
Kimpson  {c\  Pratt  C.J.  said,  <^  The  law  gives  this 
entry  to  the  sheriff  only  by  virtue  of  the  execution,  but 
after  he  has  notice  of  rent  being  due  to  the  landlord,  he 
cannot  remove  the  goods  before  he  has  satisfied  the 
landlord  one  year's  rent;  the  landlord  shall  have  the 
like  benefit  of  distress  for  one  year's  rent  as  if  there  had 
been  no  execution  at  all ;  unless  the  rent  be  paid,  the 
sheriff  must  quit,  and  if  he  does  not  quit,  a  special 
action  on  the  case  lies  against  him  after  notice  of  the 
rent  due ;  but  there  is  a  shorter  way,  by  motion  to  the 
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Court,  as  in  the  present  case^  that  the  lamtlard  Aay 
have  restitution  to  the  amount  of  the  goods  the  (dieriff 
has  sold.''  And  in  Collier  v.  Speer{a),  the  CMrt  sttd, 
^<  The  sheriff  infringes  the  statute  if»  after  notioe  of 
rent  in  arrear,  he  remove  any  of  the  gooda  without 
retaining  that  rent  The  words  of  the  statute  are^  ^  No 
goods  or  chattels  whatsoever  lying  or  being  in  or  upon 
any  messuage,  lands»  or  tenements,  which  are  or  shall 
be  leased  for  life  or  lives^  term  of  years,  at  will  or 
otherwise,  shall  be  liable  to  be  taken  by  virtue  of  any 
execution  on  any  pretence  whatsoever,  unless  the  party 
at  whose  suit  the  said  execution  is  sued  out,  shall, 
before  the  removal  of  such  goods  off  the  said  premises 
by  virtue  of  such  execution  or  extent,  pay  to  the  landlord 
of  the  said  premises  or  his  bailiff,  all  such  sum  or  sums 
of  money  as  are  or  shall  be  due  for  rent,  &c.  And  the 
sheriff  or  other  officer  is  thereby  empowered  and  re* 
quired  to  levy  and  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  as  well  iht 
money  so  paid  for  rent  as  the  execution  money.'  It  is 
clear  that  the  sheriff  must  firat  levy  for  die  rent  and 
then  for  the  execution.  It  would  be  a  great  faardsfaip 
on  the  landlord  to  oblige  him  to  watch  the  sberiff^s 
officer  for  the  purpose  of  seeing  when  the  exefcution  is 
finished,  and  whether  or  not  sufficient  distress  is  left 
behind.  The  statute  requires  no  such  thing."  Then^ 
this  being  an  action  for  money  had  and  received,  the 
Plaintiff  can  only  recover  if  he  be  entitled  to  the  money 
in  equity  and  good  conscience;  Rastally.  Strdtton {b)\ 
and  if  the  two  parties  are  equally  well  entitled,  potior  ed 
€onditio  possidentis.  As  there  could  have  been  no  dispute 
if  the  Defendant  had  gone  through  the  formality  of  a 
distress,  he  ought  not  to  be  deprived  of  his  doe  when  the 
residue  for  the  creditors  has  been  increased  ratfiet*  than 
diminished  by  the  omission  of  that  formality,  all  the  ex- 
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]Miisefl  of  which  must  have  come  out  of  the  debton'  estatOt 
Tlie  Plaintiff's   title  could  not  accrue  till  the  19tb, 
irhile  the  Defendant  was  fairly  in  possession  on  the 
IStb,  for  the  property  in  the  goods  is  in  the  debtor 
till  sale,  and  the  money  produced  is  at  once  the  pro* 
pferty  of  the  creditor.      In  Moore  v.  Pyrie{a\  Lord 
MUtnborough  said,  ^^  Does  the  money  produced  by  the 
sale  vest  in  the  first  instance  in  the  landlord  or  in 
the  tenant?     On  the  best  consideration  I  can  give  it»  ' 
\  think  the  money  does  not  vest  in  the  tenant^  but 
Is  an  instantaneous  executed  satisfaction  of  the  rent 
testing  to  that  amount  in  the  landlord,  and  that,  the 
tenant  has  only  an  interest  in  the  surfdus,  if  any."    And 
in  Ex  parte  Plummer{Jb\  cases  are  mentioned  which 
shew  how  far  tlie  courts  will  go  on  that  principle.     In 
Dixoti  V.  Smith  (c)  it  was  adjudged,  that  under  a  seques* 
(ration,  the  landlord  was  entitled  to  be  paid  arrears  of 
rent.    And  in  Buckley  v.  Taylor  {d)  it  was  held,  that,  if  a 
trader  after  committing  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  take  a  shop, 
and  agree  to  pay  half  a  year's  rent  in  advance,  where, 
by  the  custom  of  the  country,  half  a  year's  rent  becomes 
due  on  the  day  on  which  the  tenant  enters,  the  landlord, 
after  an  assignment  under  the  commission,  and  before 
the  year  expired,  may  distrain '  the  goods  on  the  pre- 
mises for  half  a  year's  rent ;  or  if  he  buy  the  tenant's 
goods  at  the  sale  under  the  commission,  he  may  retain 
the  amount  of  the  half  year's  rent.  The  landlord,  there- 
jore,'  having  in  this  case^  been  fairly  in  possession  of  the 
money,  and  no  better  right  having  supervened,  he  is 
entitled  to  retain  it. 


lasa 


Tadc^.     It  is  not  in  equity  or  good  conscience,  but 
by  positive  law,  that  a  landlord  is  preferred  to  other 
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creditors,  and  if  he  omit  the  procedure  prescribed  by 
positive  law,  he  has  no  superior  claim.    The  action  tor 
money  had  and  received  is  the  only  action,  after  a  sale, 
in  which  the  question  can  be  tried,  and  efiect  be  given 
to  the  principle  of  the  insolvent  debtor's  act :  Ncdof  v. 
Buck,   Except  where  a  distress  has  actually  been  levied^ 
that  act  supersedes  the  statute  of  Anne^  and  the  principle 
established  ip  Lee  v.  Lopez  will  decide  the  present  case^ 
although  the  &cts  may  be  somewhat  different.    The 
cases  in  Chancery  do  not  apply  to  the  present  questimi, 
because  in  those  cases  the  money  was  in  the  hands  of 
the  Judge  in  equity,  and  Lord  Tenterden  distingoished 
them  on  that  ground  in  Brandling  v.  Barringtan. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  main  question  is,  whether  the 
right  of  the  landlord  to  receive  his  rent  in  the  mode  he 
has  here  pursued,  is  protected  by  the  statute  of  Anne* 
For,  if  his  case  be  not  within  that  statute,  the  rent,  though 
apparently  received  under  colour  of  law,  has  been 
received  without  authority,  and  has  therefore  been  re- 
oeived  to  the  use  of  the  insolvent's  assignees :  and  we  are 
of  opinion  that  the  Defendant's  case  does  not  fidl  within 
the  operation  of  the  statute  of  Anne. 

That  statute  was  passed  to  protect  the  landlord  against 
frauds  which  might  be  committed  by  his  tenants,  par- 
ticularly by  those  colluding  with  creditors  to  issue  writs 
of  execution ;  for  property  so  in  the  custody  of  the 
law  could  not  be  distrained,  and  the  judgment  creditor, 
by  keeping  possession  for  a  length  of  dme^  might 
seriously  affect  the  interests  of  the  landlord.  The 
statute,  therefore,  contemplated  executions  issued  by 
third  persons,  and  not  by  the  landlord.  The  language 
is^No  goods  upon  any  tenements  leased  shall  be  taken  by 
any  execution,  unless  theparfy  at  whose  suit  the  execu- 
tion is  sued  out  shall,  before  the  removal  of  such  goods 
by  virtue  of  such  execuiioUfpat/  to  the  landlord  of  the  pre- 
mises 


IN  TliE  EuiivlSNtH  Ykar  ct  GEO  IV. 


«« 


mises  all  such  sums  as  as  shall  be  due  for  rent:  Pro- 
vided, ixjc. 

This  clearly  contemplates  an  adverse  execution ;  Bkju$ 
tertiij  against  which  it  proposed  to  protect  the  landlord^ 
A  different  construction  would .  be  most  unfair  to  the 
tenant,  for  the  sheriff  is  directed  not  to  levy  the  execu- 
tion till  the  rent  has  been  obtained.  See  what  would 
be  the  situation  of  the  tenant*  The  landlord,  upon 
suing  out  execution  for  a  small  debt,  might  claim  rent 
beyond  what  was  due,  and  the  tenant  would  not  only  be 
deprived  of  his  replevin, .  but  of  the  benefit  of  tbos^ 
statutes  which  were  passed  to  protect  him  against  irre* 
gularities  in  distress,  and  a  hasQr  and  improper  sale  of 
his  goods.  Under  an  execution  the  sheriff  ipight  s^U 
at  once :  the  landlord  would  obtain  a  greater  advantage 
than  he  is  entitled  to,  and  the  tenant  be  placed  under  a 
greater  disadvantage.  It  seems  to  us,  therefore,  that  the 
landlord  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  is  not  pror 
tected  by  the  statute  of  ^nn^,  and  that  the  money  sought 
io  be  recovered  was  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the 
insolvent's  creditors* 


18S0. 
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Park  J.  I  was  impressed  with  the  argument  that 
the  action  for  money  had  and  received  does  not  lie ;  that» 
however,  would  only  be  an  argument,  supposing  the  De- 
fendant's case  to  fall  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
of  Anne.  But  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  does  not; 
ibr  the  statute  supposes  a  writ  has  issued,  when  the  land- 
lord comes  to  claim  his  rent.  It  contemplates  an  adverse 
execution ;  and  any  other  construction  would  be  open 
to  all  the  inconveniences  which  have  been  specified,  by 
depriving  the  tenant  of  his  replevin,  and  enabling  the 
landlord  to  levy  more  rent  than  was  due*  The  Defend- 
ant, therefore,  having  obtained  the  money  in  question 
by  his  own  unauthorised  act,  is  liable  to  refund  it  in  an 
action  for  money  had  and  received. 
,  Vol.  VI.  P  p  Gaseleb 
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Gaselee  J.  For  the  reasons  which  have  been  giveiif 
I  think  this  case  is  not  within  the  statute  of  Anne  $  there* 
fore  the  money  paid  to  the  Defendant  in  August  was 
money  had  and  received  to  the  use  of  the  assignees. 


BosAKQUET  J.  I  am  of  the  tome  opinion.  The 
statute  of  Anne  was  passed  in  contemplation  of  cases 
where  the  landlord's  rights  might  be  defeated  by  the 
intervention  of  a  third  person.  In  that  case  the  sheriff 
is  directed  to  levy  and  pay  as  well  the  money  so  due  fot 
rent  as  the  execution  money.  There  being  no  adverse 
execution  here^  the  landlord  might  hav«  distrained  be« 
fore  he  set  the  sheriff  in  motion.  It  has  been  insistedt 
however,  that  he  might  levy  under  the  execati<Mi  as 
much  as  he  was  entitled  to  dbtrain  for  rent ;  but  if 
ha  were  permitted  to  do  that,  the  tenant  would  be 
deprived  of  hb  replevin,  and  other  inccmveniendes  would 
ensue. 

The  rent,  therefore,  has  been  levied  improperly;  acn^p 
•«ait  appears  by  what  fell  bom  Hdlroyd  J.,  in  Noiley  v. 
Buckf  the  action  for  money  had  and  received  is  the 
proper  remedy  for  the  parties  entitled. 

Judgment  for  the  Flaintiffi. 
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|EBT  on  bond  for  2000^  conditioned  for  the  pay-  A  covenant 
ment  of  1000/.  °'"  "*  *Z  a 

Upon  a  bond 
FiC&f  during  the  life 

That  after  the  roakini?  of  the  said  writing  obligatory,  to  ^^  ^^«  obligor, 
wity  on  the  14th  day  oi  November  1828,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  j^^y  person  to 
by  a  certain  deed  poll  or  writing  of  release^  sealed  with  whom  the 
the  seal  of  the  Plaintiff  which  said  deed  poll  the  said  ''^l^^^^'''^'^ 
Defendant  now  brings  into  Court  here,  the  date  whereof  bond  should 
is  the  same  day  and  year  last  aforesaid ;  after  reciting  ^^^f^  |^^ 
that  nnder  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  deed  of  settlement,  obligee  would 
or  other  instrument,  made  upon  the  marriage  o(  Isabella  P*y  the  obli- 
MorUt/f  the  then  wife  of  the  Plaintiff,  with  one  WiUiam  ^^  iJJepeft  on 
Jiidgatey  gentleman,   deceased,   her  former   husband,  the  amount 
and  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  last  will  and  testament  ^^T^^^l 

•'  ^     ,  Heldy  no  bar 

€£  the  said  W.  Hdgate^  the  Plaintiff,  was  or  would  be-  to  an  action 
come  entitled  (in  right  of  the  said  Isabella  his  wife,  cm  ^Y  ^^  assignee 
the  decease  of  her  father,  the  Defendant,)  to  the  principal  ^^it  name  of 
sum  of  750/*,  being  one  moiety  or  half  part  of  the  sum  the  obligee. 
of  1500/.,  which,  by  such  deed  of  setdement,  or  other 
instrument  as  aforesaid,  the  said  Defendant  had  cove- 
nanted or  otherwise  bound  himself  that  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors, or  administrators,  should  pay  after  his  decease  unto 
the  said  W.  Holgaie^  his  executors,  administrators,  or 
assigns ;  and  which,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  will 
of  him  the  said  W.  Holgate,  would  become  divisible 
between  the  said  Isabella  Morley  and  her  son  WilUam 
frear  Ho^aUi  in  equal  moieties  or  proportions;  and 
after  further    reciting  that  the  Defendant,  in  and  by  a 
certain  bond  or  obligation  bearing  even  date  therewith, 
hmg  the  same  writing  obligatory  as  in  the  said^dedara? 
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tion  was  mentioned,  became  bound  unto  the  said  Plain* 
tiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  in  the 
penal  sum  of  2000/,  conditioned  for  the  payment  of  the 
sum  of  1000/.  with  statute  interest  for  the  same  as  therdn 
mentioned;  and  that  it  had  been  agreed  that,  in  con- 
sideration thereof,  the  Plaintiff  and  Isabella  his  wife 
should  release  unto  the  Defendant,  his  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  all  their  mterest,  title,  daim, 
and  demand  whatsoever,  in  and  to  the'said  sum  of  7502. 
and  that  the  Plaintiff  should  not  receive  interest  for  die 
said  sum  of  1000/.  during  the  life  of  the  s«d  Defendant 
notwithstanding  the  said  bond;  and,  further,  that  if  the 
toid  bond  should  happen  to  be  assigned  by  tiiePlaidtifl^  tad 
the  Defendant  should  be  obliged  to  pay  the  interest  there- 
of, the  Plaintiff  should  repay  or  make  good  the  same;  It 
was  by  the  said  deed  poll  witnessed,  that,  irt  pursuance 
of  the  said  agreement,  and  in  consideration  of  th^ 
premises,  and  of  the  sum  of  105.  of  lawful  British  money 
to  the  Plaintiff  and  Isabella  his  wife,  then  paid  by  the 
Defendant,  the  receipt  whereof  was  thereby  acknow* 
hedged,  the  Plaintiff  had  remised,  released,  and  fiir 
«ver  quitted  claim,  and,  by  the  said  deed  poll  or  writit^ 
did  for  himself^  his  heirs,  executors,  administrate^ 
tmd  assigns,  remise,  release,  and  for  ever  quit  daiiik 
unto  the  Defendant,  his  heirs,  executors,  administratorii 
t)r  assigns,  and  did  fully  and  absolutely  exonerate  and 
discharge  him,  them,  and  every  of  them,  o^  from,  and 
'against  all  that  the  said  sum  of  750/.  being  the  said 
Isabella  Morlej^s  moiety,  share,  or  proportion  of  tfa^  snd 
«um  of  1500/.  as  aforesaid,  and  all  the  estate,  rights 
title,  interest,  property,  benefit,  claim,  and  demand 
whatsoevier,  of  them  the  Plaintiff  and  Isabella  his  wife, 
-and  each  of  them,  of,  in,  to,  or  out  of  the  said  sum  of750L 
or  the  said  sum  of  1500/.  and  every  or  any  part  thereof 
respectively;  and  also  all  that  the  covenant,  promise 
Agreement,  and  obligation  in  the  said  deed  of  settlement^ 

•     .   -  or 
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or  such  other  instrument  as  aforesaid,  contained  or  ex^  1830* 
pressed  for  payment  of  the  3aid  sum  of  l500/.»  and  all 
benefit  and  advantage  tp  be  had  or  taken  of,  from*  or  by 
Qieans  of  the  said  deed  or  instrument,  or  of  any  covenant^ 
claim,  naatter,  or  thing  therein  contained,  imd  also  of, 
firom,  and  against  all  and  all  manner  of  action  and 
actions,  suit  and  saks,  cause  and  causes  of  actipn  and 
•uit,  liabilities,  sum  and  sums  of  money, .  claims  and 
demands  whatsoever,  which  the  Plaintiff  and /sa6^il^  his 
^ife,  or  either  of  them,  their  or  either  of  their  heirs> 
Wecutors,administrators,  or  assigns,  could  or  might  have^ 
elaim»  or  demand,  or  if  the  said  deed  poll  or  writing  had 
UOt .  be^n  made,  could  or  might  have  had,  claimed,  de- 
pilinded  or  been  entided^  in,  to,  upon,  from,  or  against 
the  Defendant*  bis  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  pr 
assigns,  in  his,  their,  or  any  of  their  lan^s,  tenements, 
gpods,  chattel^  or  effects,,  for  or  in  respect  of  the  said 
supis  of  750A  and  1500/*  or  either  of  them,  or  by  reason 
or  on  account  of  the  said  deed  or  other  instrument,  or 
pf  the  breach  or  non-performance  thereof,  or  otherwise 
)iowsoever  in  relation  thereto,  so  and  in  such  manner  as 
that .  they  the  Plaintiff  and  Isabella  his  wife,  their  and 
^ach  of  their  heirs,  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns, 
and  all  other  persons  claimmg  or  to  claim  from,  through, 
npder,  or  in  trust  for  them,  any  or  either  of  them  should 
potf  nor  could  nor  might  take,  have,  or  receive  any  ad^ 
Ji^ant^ge^  or  otherwise  avail  himself  or  themselves  of  the 
«ame  in  any  manner  howsoever ;.  and  the  Plaintiff  did 
thereby  for  himself,,  his  heirs,  executors,  and  admini* 
atrators,  amongst  other  things^  covenant,  declare,  and 
f^gcee  with'  and  to  the  Defendant,  his  heirs,  executors, 
administrators,  and  assigns,  that  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs, 
executors,  or  administrators,  should  not  require  pay- 
inent  of  the  said  sum  of  1000/.,  nor  clain^  or  demand 
apy,  interest  for  the  same  during  the  Jife  of  the  said 
Pefendant ;  and  that  in  case  the  8iud  bond  should  be 
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assigned  by  him  the  Plaintiff  to  any  person  or 
who  should  claim  or  demand,  and  receive  of  and  from 
the  said  Defendant  interest  for  the  said  sam  of  lOOOL 
he^  the  Plaintiff,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administratDrSy 
should  and  would  rqiay  unto  the  sud  Defendant  all  aoch 
sum  and  sums  of  money  as  he  should  so  pay  for  such 
interest;  and  in  case  he  the  Defendant  should  be  re- 
quired by  any  assignee  or  assignees  of  the  said  bond  to 
pay  the  said  principal  sumof  1000/L  then  that  he  the 
said  Plaintiff,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrates, 
should  and  would  pay  unto  the  Defendant  statute  interest 
for  the  same'  during  the  term  of  his  natural  life^  as  by 
the  said  deed  poll,  reference  being  thereunto  had,  willy 
amongst  other  things,  more  folly  appear;  and  this  be 
the  said  Defendant  is  ready  to  verify;  wherefore^  &c. 

Replication, 

That  afier  the  making  of  the  said  writing  obligatory 
in  the  said  declaration  mentioned,  and  after  the  malring 
of  the  said  deed  poll  or  writing  of  release  in  the  said 
plea  mentioned,  and  before  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  to  wit,  on  the  7th  day  of  November  1829,  to  wit,  al« 
flee,  by  a  certain  indenture  then  and  there  made  be- 
tween the  said  Plaintiff  of  the  one  part,  and  one  Hemy 
Fit^ffaoiUiam  Baker  of  the  other  part ;  one  part  of  whk:li 
said  indenture,  sealed  with  the  seal  of  the  said  Plaintifl^ 
the  said  Plaintiff  brings  into  Court  her^  the  date  whereof 
is  a  certain  day  and  year  therein  in  that  behalf  nieii» 
tioned,  to  wit,  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid;  afler 
reciting,  as  therein  is  particularly  recited,  in  consider- 
ation of  the  sum  of  1000/.  of  lawful  British  money 
before  the  execution  of  the  said  indenture,  lent  and 
advanced  to  the  Plaintiff,  by  the  said  H.  F.  Baker^ 
and  then  due  and  owing  to  him  the  said  H4F.  Baketf 
the  receipt  whereof  the  Plaintiff  did  by  the  said  in- 
denture acknowledge;  and  also  in  consideration  of 
the  sum  of  105.  of  like  lawful  money  to  the  Plaintiff 

then 
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then  paid  by  the  said  H.  F.  Baker^  the  receipt  wfaeredf      1S50; 
was  thereby  acknowledged,  he  the  Plaintiff  did  bai^n^ 
aell,  assign,  transfer,  and   set  over  unto  the  said  H* 
F*  Baker^  his  executors,  adpiinistrators,  and  assigns, 
die  said  writing  obligatory  in  the  said  declaration  meiH 
tioned;  and  also  the  penal  sum,   and  all  benefit  and 
advantage  whatsoever  to  be  had  or  derived  therefrom^ 
and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  property,  dainty 
and  demand  whatsoever,  both  at  law  and  in  equity,  of 
bim  the  Plaintiff  in,  to,  or  concerning  the  same,   to 
have  and  to  hold  the  said  writing  obligatory,  penal  snmi 
mod  other  the  premises,  by  the  said  indenture  assigqed  <a 
intended  so  to  be,  unto  the  said  H.F.Baker,  his  exectttor% 
administrators,  and  assigns,  to  and  for  his  and  their  own 
pr^er  use  and  benefit;  and  for  the  iietter  and  more  ieflbct* 
ually  enabling  the  said  H.F.  Baker,  his  executors,  admin«- 
istrators,  and  assigns,  to  enforce  the  pajrment  of,  and  to 
iieceive  the  monies  due  or  to  become  due  upon  the  said 
writing  obligatory,  he  the  Plaintiff  did,  by  the  said  indent 
tore,  ttiake^  depute,  constitute^  and  appoint  the  said  H»  JR 
Baker,  his  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  bis 
true  and  lawful  attorney  and  attorneys  irrevocable  for 
Um  the  Plaintiff,  and  in  his  name  and  in  the  name  or 
temes  ci  his  executors  or  administrators,  but  for  the 
soleiind  proper  use  and  benefit  of  the  said  H.  F.  Baker^ 
bis  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  to  demand,  sue 
for,  recover,  and  receive  of  and  from  the  Defendant  and 
all  and  every  other  the  person  and  persons  to  whom  it 
should  and  might  belong  to  pay  the  same,  all  and  every 
die  sum- and  sums  of  money  then  or  at  any  time,  and 
from  time  to  time  thereafter  to  grow,  or  become  due,  ot 
be  payable  upon  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  writing  obli* 
gatory,  ekid  on  non-payment  thereof,  to  use  and  take  all 
such  lawful  and  equitable  wajrs  and  means  for  obtaining 
o;r  recovering  the  same  as  should  be  deemed  necessary 
dr  expedient  in  that  behalf,  and  on  payment  thereof  to 
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iS9Kk  ddhrar  'np  or  cancel  the  said  writing  obligatorj^  and ta 
give  sufficicDtrdeases  and  discharges  far  the  monies  doe 
thereon,  and  one  or  more  attomej  or  atlomies  imdee 

PasAiu  him  the  said  H.  F*  Bakery  his  e3i»cutors,  administratooH. 
or  assigns,  for  any  of  the  purposes  aforesaid  to  nomi-r 
nate,  substitutei  or  appoint,  and  fit>m  time  to  time  to 
msmonre  and  displace  as  he  or  they  should  think  fit,  ha 
the  Plaintiff  thereby  transferring  and  ffi^ng  onto  the 
said  H0  Fm  Bakett  his  executors,  administratorsp-  and 
assigns,  bis  full  power  and  authority  in  the  premises,  to 
every  intent  and  purpose^  and  ratifying  and  confirming, 
and  promising  and  agreeing  to  ratify  and  confirm  aU 
imd  whatsoever  he  or  they  should  lawfully  do  or  cause 
Id  be  done  in  or  about  the  premises  by  virtue  of  the  S9i4 
indenture,  as  by  the  said  indenture,  reference .  beipg 
thereunto  had,  will,  amongst  other  thingsi  more  fully  and 
At  large,  appear;  and  the  said  Plaintiff  further  saidt  that 
the  writ  in  this  suit  was  sued  out,  and  that  this  acdo9 
^was  brought  and  is  prosecuted  against  the  said  Defend* 
3nt  in  the  name  of  him  the  said  Plaintiff  for  and  on  th^ 
behidf  of  the  said  H*  F.  Baker^  for  the  purpose  of  en* 
•abling  him  the  said  H.  F.  Baker  to  i*eceive  the  aai4 
■debt  in  the  said  writing  obligatory  mentioned,  acooidr 
ing  to  the  form  and*  effisct,.  true  intent  and  meaning  ^ 
the  indenture,  and  solely  for  the  use^  benefit,  and  advan- 
tage of  the  said  H.  F*  Baker  9^  assignee  of  the  aaid 
writing  obligatory  in  th^  said  declaration  mentioned,  and 
not  for  the  benefit,  advantage,  use,  or  behoof  of  the  said 
Plaintiff,  to  wit,  at,  &c.,  and  that  the  said  Plaintiff  was 
ready  to  verify ;  wherefore  be  prayed,  &c.  Demurrer  and 
joinder* 

Ox>ss  Serjt.  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The  De^ 
fondant's  bond  and  the  Plaintiff's  deed  poll  being  reci* 
procal  and  simultaneous,  the  deed  poll  is  a  defeasance 
of  the  bond,  and  may  be. considered  in  the  same  light  as 

a  con- 
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k  condition,  for  a  defeasance 'opecates. as.  a  conditidD. 
Com.  Dig.  Defeasance.  The  bond,  therefore,?  was  given 
upon  ^Condition  that  it  should  not  be  put  in  suit  till  aftec 
the  death  of  the  obligor,  and  this  action  is.  .premature** 
In  Clayton  v.  Kynaston  (a),  K.  covenaDted  to  pay  lOOL 
at  the  death  of  W.  fV.*s  executor  sued  JtT.,  who  pleaded 
another  deed  at  the  same  time,  whereby  W.  covenanted 
to  indemniiy  K.  from  all  agreements,  k;c.  made  beforfa 
and  after.  Per  Curiam.  **  If  A.  be  bound  to  B.f  and  then 
B.y  reciting  the  bond,  covenants  to  save  him  harmless, 
this  is  an  absolute  defeasance;  and  if  it  be  to  save  him 
harmless  on  a  contidgency,  it  is  a  conditional  defeasance^ 
because  it  hath  an  express'  relation  to  the  deed.**  And  in 
Burgh  V.  Preston  (b\  npon  a  bond  conditioned  that  Ai 
shonid  indemnify  B.  from  all  sums  B.  should  pay  od  Afli 
account,  and  before  execution  of  the  bond  r  vienicH 
randum  endorsed,  that  J9.  hath  given  an  undertaking  not 
to  sue  upon  the  bond  mitil  e^er  A.*9  death :  it  was  held,- 
that  the  memorandum  was  part  of  the  condition,  and  made 
ih^  bond,  in  effi*ct,  payable  by  A/%  representatives.^  i 
r  Then,  if  the  obligee  is  precluded  from  reooveringi  his 
assignee  can  stand  in  no  better  condition ;  for  the  assi^ee 
^cannot  tiiice  a  larger  right  than  the  party  assigning* 
And  though  it  may  be  said,  that  the  provision  a&  to 
assignment  would  have  been  nugatory  if  the  assignee 
*were  precluded  from  suing,  the  paramount  intention 
•must  prevail,  and  the  assignee,  like  the  oUigee,  must 
postpone  his  action  till  the  death  of  the  oUtgon  '  The 
provision  for  paying  the  obligor  interest,  in  case  of  an 
assignee's  recovering  against  him^  was  inserted  to  meet 
«  merely  possible  recovery,  as  if  the  obligor  should  have 
t  and  been  unable  to  avail  himself  of  the  deed  poll.   . 

fVilde^  controj^^f^Tns  stopped  by  the  Court. 

% 

{a)  a  SalA.  sw  (b)  S  T.  R.  483. 
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IMOw  Tiudal  CJ.      He  qneitioii  ii»  whether  the  deed 

poll  set  oat  on  these  pleadings  operates  as  a  defeasance 
of  the  bond  which  the  plaintiff  has  declared  on,  or  as  s 
idease  of  the  action ;  for,  unless  such  be  the  case^  die 
Plaintiff  is  entitled  to  judgment. 

The  Plaintiff  has  declared  on  a  bond  conditioned  for 
dw  pqrmait  of  10002.  The  Defendant,  in  answer  to 
this  daim,  eets  up  a  deed,  by  which,  after  reciting  that 
die  Pbintiff  had  hdd  a  bond  for  750A,  payable  by  the 
Defendantfs  executors,  and  dial  the  Defendant  had 
substitnted  for  it  a  bond  for  1000/.,  the  Plaintiff  xe« 
kaaes  the  bond  for  7S0L'y  covenants  not  to  sue  oa  the 
bond  for  lOOOL  in  the  lifetime  of  die  Defendant;  and 
that  if  any  other  should  sue  in  his  name  and  reoover, 
the  Plaintiff  woold  pay  the  Defendant,  during  his  life, 
interest  on  the  sum  recovered. 

It  is  impossible  to  overl€x>k  die  distincdon  between 
two  pafts  of  this  deed  poll.  The  one,  consisting  of  a 
release  of  a  bond  for  750&,  payable  after  the  death  of 
the  obligor;  the  other,  a  covenant  not  to  sue  on  the 
substituted  bond*  There  are,  no  doubt,  many  caises  in 
which  a  covenant  not  to  sue  may,  if  such  be  the  in* 
toition  of  the  parties,  operate  as  a  rdease.  In  Lacy 
V.  Kynaston  (a)  it  was  urged  that  a  perpetual  covenant 
never  to  take  advantage  of  a  covenant,  &c.  is  a  release 
The  Court  **  agreed  it,  for  avoiding  circuity  of  action; 
as,  if  ^»  be  bound  to  J?,  in  a  bond,  &c.,  B.  covenants 
never  to  sue  A.  upon  this  bond,  this  witl  be  <a  bar  in 
debt  brought  on  the  bond,  because  B*  has  bound  himself 
against  all  the  remedy  that  he  might  have  upon  the 
bond^  But,  if  B.  and  A.  be  jointly  and  severally  bound 
to  C,  C.  covenants  never  to  sue  A.^  this  is  no  defeasance^ 
because  he  has  a  remedy  against  2?.,  but  A.  will  have 
only  covenant,"  &c. 

(a)  z  Ld.  Rajm.  6901 

We 
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We  must,  therefore,  ascertain  whether  it  was  the  IMO. 
intention  of  the  parties  here  that  this  deed  poll  should 
operate  as  the  one  or  the  other.  It  does  operate  as  a 
release  of  the  claim  for  750/.,  being  the  marriage  portion 
of  the  obligee's  wife;  but  as  to  the  bond  given  in  liea^ 
it  contains  merely  a  covenant  that  the  obligee  shall  not 
demand  payment  or  claim  interest  till  after  the  death  of 
the  obligor ;  and  that  if  the  principal  should  be  recovered 
by^  any  assignee  of  the  bond,  the  Plaintiff  wodld  pay  the 
Defendant,  daring  hb  life,  interest  on  the  amount  re- 
covered. The  covenant,  therefore,  is  only  thi^  the 
obligee  will  not  demand  pajmient;  but  by  specifying 
what  should  be  done  in  case  of  an  assignment,  the 
parties  shew  that  the  possibility  of  such  an  event  was 
obviously  contemplated.  The  intentioQ  se^ns  to  have 
beoi  to  place  the  obligee  himself  in  the  same  skuationi 
with  respect  to  the  substituted  bond,  as  he  wookl 
have  been  in  with  reipeot  to  the  old  one*  If  the  De- 
fimdant  had  reason  to  think  that  the  action  was  brought 
to  enable  the  Plaintiff^  to  recover  for  himself,  and  not 
on  a  hond^fide  assignment,  he  migbt  have  pleaded  the 
fraud. 

Park  J.  concurred; 

Gaselee  J.  The  intention  of  the  clause  tespecting 
aa  assignment,,  seems  to  have  been  to  enable  the  Plainti£^ 
ia  case  of  need,  to  raise  money  on  the-credit  of  the  bond* 

* 

•BosANQUET  J.  concurred  in  giving 

Judgment  for  the  Ptaiatifil 

'    Cross  requested  permission  to  rejoin  fraud,  but  the 
Court  refused. 
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Mdf  14.      Mossa  and  Another,  AssigneeSy  &c«  v.  Newmah 

and  BooLE^ 


Under  6  G.  4*    nTHIS  was  an  action  of  trover.    Plea^  general  isaoe. 

K?tf  h^iik.*"  '  ^^  ^^  ^™^  -^^  ^®  ^"^  ^^^  ^'^^^  ^  ''•• 
ruptcy,  by        London  sittings  after  Trinity  term  lost,  a  verdict  was 

lying  in  priMo  found  for  the  Plaintifi  for  the  sum  of  512/.  18s.  Id.,  the 
dsys/dMt  not  damages  agreed  upon  between  the  parties,  sulgect  to  the 
relate  to  tlie     ppinion  of  the  Ck>ort  on  the  following  case :  —  / 

fint  dav  of 

impriionment.       "^^^  PlainttflS  wer^  the  assignees  of  the  estate  and 

effects  of  iZ.  H.  MarskaUf  bankitupt,  the  assignment  to 
them  having  been  duly  executed  on  the  89tb  of  Febnmiy 
1828*  .         • 

.  The  first-named  defendant  had  been  the  sheriff  of  the 
^unty  of  JDevanf  and  the  last-named,  TAamas  BodU, 
was  an  execution  creditor  of  the  bankrupt,  under  whose 
indemnity  the  sheriff  acted  in  the  several  matters  therein 
stated. 

On  the  12th  oS September  1827  the  bankrupt  executed 
a  warrant  of  attorney  to  the  Defendantf  71  BooU,  for 
securing  the  payment  dT  the  sum  of  500/.,  then  advanced 
io  :the  bankrupt. 

.  That  warrant  of  attorney  was  duly  filed,  and  judgment 
was  entered  up  by  nil  dieit  on  the  16th  ofjamfofy  1828, 
on  which  day  a  writ  oijieri  facias  was  issued,  directed  to 
the  sheriff  of  JDnxin,  endorsed  to  levy  512/.  18«.  \d^  jre- 
tnmabie  on  Wednesday  the  23d  of  January  then  next 
following. 

'  On  Friday  the  18th  of  January  the  writ  was  de- 
livered to  the  sheri£^  who  thereupon  seized  the  goods 
under  the  writ,  which  before  the  bankruptcy  belonged 
to  the  bankrupt,   and  which  then   remained    in    his 

pos- 
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possession.    The  sheriff  afterwaids^  on  the  2idJanuatyy     ^  I8f0. 

commenced  selling  the  goods  so  seized,  and  continued 

Such  sale  up  to  and  on  the  25th  day-  of  the  same  month, 

when  tb6  last  of  such  goods  were  sold«     The  proceeds 

of  the  sale  remained  m  the  hadds  of  the  sheriff  until  the 

28th  day  of  August  following,  when  they  were  paid  ovef 

to  the  Defendant,  TAomos  Am^.  «^ 

The  bankrupt  was  detained  in  prison,  in  the  custody 
of  Defendant,  Newman^  as  sheriff  of  2>tiM,  for  debt 
Upon  mesne  process^  on  and  from  the  ^8d  dayotjcmuarp 
1828,  for  twenty-one  days  and  upwards  then  next  foUim^ 
ing.  On  the  14th  day  of  Febanumf  1828  m  commissioa 
€f  bankrupt  was  duly  issued' against  the  said  R.H. 
MarAaUi  and  on  the  18th  oi  February  notice  was 
giren'  to  the  sheriff  that  such  commiaaion  had  isaued 
against  the  bankrupt,  and  that  all. his  goods,  moneyt  jmd 
«fifects,  seized  by  the  sheriff  and  then  in  his  hand% 
niFere  claimed  under  the  said  commission* 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were,  firs^ 

Whether^  under  the  fifth  section  of  6  G.  4.  c.  16.,  the 
act  of  bankruptcy,  by  lying  in  prison  twenty-one  day% 
bad  relation  to  the  first  day  of  such  imprisonment* 
•  Secondly^  whether,  supposing  sudi^  relation  to  have 
existed,' an  action  of  trover  was  maintainable,  in  respect 
of  goods  seized  by  the  sheriff  under  ihejlerijacias^  on  a 
day  prior  to  the  first  imprisonment.  i 

Thirdly^  whether  the  sale^  before  the  act  "of  bankruptey 
.wlis  complete,  amounted  to  a  conversion;  and,  '      :      ) 

Fourthly,  whether  the  Plaintiffii  were  entitled  to  recover 
fthe  value  of  the  goods  so  seized  and  sold  liy/the  Bfaoriff* 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  Plaintiffs 
«were  entitled  to  the  verdict,  it  was  agreed  up6n  by  the 
^parties' that  the  same  should  be  entered  for  the'somdof 
i512/.  185.  lif.  and  costs*  <     i  *      ■ 

The  decision  of  the  Court  turned  on  the.  first  point 
•only.  .  i 

..   ..  mue 


SM 


CASEB  9  JUSCBR  TBRM 


isda 


Mmiuli; 


mkk  SajL  for  the  Plainti£BL     The  act  of  bank* 
Mplcjr  has  rdatton  to  the  first  day  of  the  imfiriaoiiiiMiitk 

By6G.4.  C.16.  1.5*  it  is  enacted,  <<Thatifaoy 
tndetf  having  been  anesled  or  committed  to  jHrisoii 
finr  debt,  or  on  any  attachment  for  nonpayment  of 
money,  shall,  up<m  snch  or  any  other  arrest  or  commit^ 
ment  for  debt  or  nonpayment  of  moneys  or  upoo  aiqf 
detentioo  for  debt,  lie  in  prison  for  twenty-one  days,  or 
haTing  been  arrested  or  committed  to  prison  for  any 
othea  caose^  shall  lie  in  prison  for  twen^*one  days  after 
any  detains  for  debt  lodged  against  him,  and  not  dia* 
charged,  every  such  trader  shall  be  thereby  deemed  td 
hikve  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  or  if  any  audi 
trader,  having  been  arrested,  oommitted,  or  detained  for 
debt,,  shall  escape  out  of  prison  or  custody,  every  such 
trader  shall  be  deemed  to  have  thereby  committed  an 
act  of  bankruptcy  from  the  time  of  such  arrest,  commiu 
ment,  or  detentfon:  Provided,  that  if  any  such  trader 
lAail  be  in  priscm  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  d 
iiuB  ai^such  trader  diaU  not  be  deemed  to  have  com- 
mitted an  act  of  bankruptcy  by  lying  in  priscm,  until  ha 
shall  have  lain  in  prison  for  the  period  of  two  months*'* 

The  statutes  21  Jac.  U  c.  19.  ^S.  and  5  G. 8.  c SO. 
make  the  nonpayment  of  a  debt  of  lOOi.  within  so: 
months  after  the  debtor  shall  have  been  arrested  for 
the  same,  and  the  lying  in  prison  two  months  upon 
aa  arrest,  or  escaping  thence^  an  act  of  bankratitcy 
from  the  day  of  the  arrest.  The  statute  1  Jae.  !•  c.  IS. 
S.2.  makes  the  lying  in  prison  six  nKmths  an. act  of 
bankruptcy,  without  any  words  givii^  it  a  relatkm  to 
ihe  first  day  of  the  arrest.  No  decisions  have  been 
reported  on  the  subject  of  such  rdation^  prior  to 
f  L  Jbc.'  1. ;  but  ccmsidering  the  preambles  in  the  early 
bankrupt  acts,  and  the  severity  with  which  bankrupts 
>were  viewed,  it  is  probable  4he  same  consttucdon  irould 
have  been  given  to  the  statute  1  Jac.  1*  as  to  21  Joe.  1^ 

other- 
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otherwise  (^pcnrtunity  would  have  been  given  to  tlid 
luinkrapt  to  make  away  with  all  his  eflbcts  during  bk 
iiz  mondis'  imprisonment  The  decisions  on  21  Jot*  1. 
have  been  conflicting:  Ynlhmcombev.  WaUer  {a\  the 
Court  determined^  with  respect  to  a  nonpajrment  of  debt 
within  six  months  after  arrest,  that  the  words  of  relation 
applied  to  the  commencement  of  actual  imprisonment^ 
Imd  that  the  act  of  bankruptcy  took  place  only  from  the 
tarrender  to  prison.  But  in  Hill  ▼•  Shish  (b)  the  |iie^ 
ceding  caise  is  supposed  to  have  been  decided  on  the 
jgroand  that  the  arrest  was.onauthorized;  and  it  was 
bolden  upon  a  similar  case  that  the  act  of  bankruptcy 
dated  from  the  arrest*  Holi  C.  J«  also^  in  Smith  vi 
Sttaey  {c%  held  the  words  of  riladom  to  apply  to  the 
first  arrest.  However,  though  the  decisions  mi  thiit 
point  have  varied,  it  will  be  expedient  to  construe  an 
act  of  bankruptcy,  constituted  by  lying  in  prison  twen^ 
0di^  days,  as  taking  place  frooi  the  first  day  <^  the 
imprisonment,  lest  the  banktti{:rt  should  make  away 
with  his  effects  during  the  twenty-one  days.  By  section 
iSS.  die  act  is,  in  cases  of  doubt,  to  be  construed  bene* 
JBcially  to  creditors.  In  Higgins  V.  M^Adam  (d)  the 
|x>int  has  been  decided  against  the  relation  to  the  first 
day  of  the  impriisonmeht;  but  the  intention  of  the 
liture  may  still  admit  of  doubt. 


IBM. 


IBT. 

KcwmtaM* 


TiwnAL  C^  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  act  of  bauk-^ 
rnptcy  is  not  complete  till  the  twenty-one  days  have 
Uapsed,  and  I  should  be  of  that  opinion  evoi  if  tlie 
illatter  were  res  iwtegra*  The  act  says,  ^*  That  if  any 
imAi  trader,  having  been  arrested  or  committed  to  prison 
ibr  debt^  or  on  any  attachment  for  nenpaytnent  of  money, 
^kitSkf  upon  sudi  ot  on  any  othcfr  arrest  oncommitment 


(^)  « iSfio«i.  S53. 
(b)  %  Sifow.  544. 


(c)  I  ^mlkk  xio,.    . ,    , 
[J)  3  Toung  &r  Jar.  i. 


for 
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.  fob  dd>t  or  non-paymenf  of  maney»  or  upon  any  dettfn* 
tion  for  debt»  lie  in  prison  for  twenty-one  day%  or  Imving 
been  arrested  or  committed  to  prison  for  any  othte 
cause,  shall  lie  in  prison  for  twenty-one  days  after  any 
detainer  for  debt  lodged  against  him,  and  not  discbargedi 
every  such  trader  shall  be  thereby  deemed  to  have  com- 
mitted an  act  of  bankruptcy.'' 

:  The  word  therAy  b  a  comprehensive  word,  and  means 
by  the  twenty-one  days  during  which  he  has  been  in 
prison*  And  the  next  clause  shews  the  distinctioui  *'  Or 
if  any  such  trader,  having  been  arrested,  committed,  or 
detained  for  debt,  shall  escape  out  of  prison  or  custody, 
every  such  trader  shall  be  deemed  to  have  thereby  com- 
mitted an  act  of  bankruptcy  from  the  time  of  such  arrest^ 
commitment,  or  detention.*' 

The  meaning  of  which  clearly  is,  that  in  the  one  case 
the  act  dT  bankruptcy  shall  be  reckoned  from  the  end  i£ 
the  twenty-one  days,  in  the  other,  from  the  first  arrest. 
And  the  disdnction  may  be  said  to  appear  historically ; 
for  the  clause  of  relation  is  omitted  in  the  first  statute^ 
I  Jacm  1.  c.  15*,  inserted  in  the  next,  21  Jcuc.  L  c  19.,  an^ 
condnued  ever  since  till  the  passing  of  the  5  G.  4.,  and 
6  6. 4.  c.  16.,  when  it  appears  to  have  been  omitted  by 
design,  the  period  of  confinement  constituting  an  act  <tf 
bankruptcy  having  been  materially  abridged.  The  cas^ 
of  Hill  V.  Shiih  is  open  to  much  doubt,  having  been 
decided,  according  to  the  report,  without  due  considsr- 
ation  :  Smth  v.  Stracy  contains  only  an  opinion  thrown 
out  at  "Nisi  Prius.  Besides,  looking  at  the  statute  of 
21  James  1«,  a  distinction  may  be  drawn  between  an  act 
of  bankruptcy,  by  not  paying  a  debt  within  six  months 
after  an  arrest,  and  an  act,  by  lying  in  prison  two 
months,  or  escaping  from  prison  after  the  arrest.  ;  For  i( 
is  only  in  the  case  of  lying  in  prison  for  the  two  months, 
or  escaping,  that  the  relation  to  the  time  of  the  arrest 
is,  by  the  express  language  of  the  statute,  to  take  place. 

Park 


V, 
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Park' J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think  the 
question  is  historically  clear ;  for  when  we  observe  the 
legislature  sometimes  inserting  and  sometimes  omitting 
the  clause  of  relation,  we  must  presume  their  attention  Newman. 
has  been  drawn  to  the  point,  and  that  the  last  omission, 
at  least,  is  designed,  especially  when  we  see  the  precede* 
ing  act,  5  G.  4.  c.  98.  s.  4>.,  leaves  out  the  clause  of  rela* 
tion  in  every  case.  The  case  of  Higgins  v.  M^Adam^ 
which  appears  to  have  been  well  considered,  leaves  no 
doubt  on  the  point 

BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
courts  are  cautious  in  giving  to  any  act  a  retrospective 
effect  by  relation ;  and  seeing  that  this  clause  has  been 
omitted  after  previous  insertions,  we  must  consider  the 
omission  designed,  especially  when  a  shorter  period  of 
imprisonment  is  constituted  an  act  of  bankruptcy* 

Gaselee  J.  was  at  chambers,  but  concurred  in  the 
decision  of  the  Court. 

Judgment  of  nonsuit* 


Doe  dem.  Lord  Teynham  v.  Tylek.  Maj  %u 


nnHE  question  raised  in  this  ejectment  was,  whether  The  Court 

Henry,  the  twelRh  Lord  Teunliam,  was  of  sound  "^  ^^J^^ 
^  fp      ^  .  *  o«w  trill  on 

mmd  when  he  suffered  a  recovery  in  1789.     There  was  the  ground 

conflicting  evidence  on  the  point ;  but,  in  the  opinion  of  *^'  evidence 
the  Court  and  jury,  the  evidence  in  favour  of  his  lord-  niitted  which 

ought  to  hare 
been  r^ected,  if,  exclusive  of  such  evidence,  there  be  enough  to  warrant  the  findin|( 
of  the  jury. 

Vol.  VL  Q  q  ship's 
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.1830.  ship's  being  of  sound  mind  preponderated,  an^  o&  that 
ground  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Defendaat 

A  great  number  of  witnesses  spoke  to  his  lordship's 
competency  to  transact  all  ordinary  business;  and,  among 
other  evidence  to  this  effect,  the  accounts  of  a  deceased 
steward  were  put  in,  which  it  was  assumed  his  lordship 
had  examined  and  settled. 

These  accounts  were  handed  to  the  jury,  and  com- 
mented on  by  the  counsel  for  the  Defendant  as  being 
important  to  his  case. 

The  accounts,  however,  purporting  to  discharge  the 
steward  as  well  as  to  charge  him, 

Jones  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on  the 

I 

ground,  among  other  objections  (see  ante,  390.),  that 
those  accounts  had  been  improperly  received  in  evidence^ 
inasmuch  as  on  the  whole  they  tended  to  discharge  the 
steward;  and  the  only  ground  on  which  such  documents 
could  be  received  in  evidence,  was,  as  charging  the 
deceased  person,  and  so  being  against  his  interest.  War' 
ren  v.  Greenville  (a),  Goodtitle  v.  Chandos  (i),  Higham  v. 
Ridgwat/  (c),  Outram  v.  Moremood{d\  Roe  dem.  Brune 
V.  Rawlings  (e),  Calvert  v.  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  (g), 
Barty  v.  Bebbington  (Ji). 

The  Court,  upon  hearing  the  report  of  the  trial  read, 
stopped  Wilde  Seijt,  who  was  to  have  shewn  cause,  and 
called  on 

Jones^  to  shew  that  there  was  not  enough  to  sustain  the 
verdict,  independently  of  the  evidence  objected  to. 

He  contended,  that  it  was  impossible  for  the  Court  to 
discriminate  between  the  efiects  produced  by  each  pared 

(a)  2Str,ii%g.  (e)  yEastfiy^, 

{b)  %Burr.lo6s»  is)  %^'^46. 

(f)  lo  Eojt,  109.  (b)  4  r.  R.  514. 
{d)  5  T.  R.  i»i. 

of 


IN  TRE   ELEVENtH    f  £AR  OF  GEO.  IV. 


i6i 


of  evidence  on  the  mind  of  the  jury^  or  to  determine  tbftt 
Ae  verdict  was  not  altogether  occasioned  by  the  very  lot 
of  evidence  now  objected  to;  and  that  a  new  trial  ought 
to  be  granted;  if  that  evidence  were  clearly  inadmis* 
stole* 

TiKDAL  CX  J.     This  rule  must  b^  dtseharged.    I  will 
aattime  lor  the  purpose  of  this  discussion,  though  I  give 
no  opinion  on  the  point,  as  we  have  not  heard  the  other 
aide,  that  the  evidence  in  question  ought  not  to  have 
been  received.     But  the  Court  will  not  close  their  eyes 
to  the  rest  of  the  evidence ;  and  if  they  see  that  there  is 
enough,  not  merely  to  make  the  scales  bang  eveto^  bdt 
greatly  to  preponderate  in  favour  of  the  Defendant,  they 
will  not  send  the  cause  to  a  jury  again.     It  has  been  con- 
tended, that  we  are  to  analyse  the  evidence  by  a  difficult 
process,  and  to  discriminate  the  precise  effect  produced 
<m  the  mind  of  the  jury  on  each  portion  of  the  proof: 
•but  we  have  a  much  plainer  course;  and  that  is,  to  hear 
ihe  report  of  the  trial,  and  to  sustain  the  verdict,  if  we 
Are  satisfied  that  tliere  is  enough  to  warrant  the  finding 
of  the  jury  independently  of  the  evidence  objected  to. 
On  this  principle,  the  decisions  in  Horfard  v.  Wilson  (a) 
and  Nathan  v.  Buckley  {b)  are  quite  in  point ;   and  we 
cannot  send  the  cause  to  a  new  trial  when  the  jury  are 
right  upon  that  portion  of  the  evidence  which  is  un- 
Itnpeached. 


rsso. 


Doe  dem. 

Lord 
Tetnham 

Ttuau 


o      ^ 


Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  will  assrume^ 
for  the  purpose  of  this  argument,  that  the  evidence  in 
question  ought  not  to  have  been  admitted ;  but  when  we 
look  at  the  rest  of  the  evidence  in  the  cause,  its  recep- 
'tton  does  not  ofifer  the  slightest  ground  of  objection  to  the 
verdict.     It  has  been  repeatedly  ruled,  that  though  par- 


(a)  I  Taunt.  i%. 


{b)  %  B.Moore,  is  3. 
Qq  2  ticular 
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18S0.  ticolar  portions  of  evidence  are  objected  to,  if  the  rest  be 
sufficient  to  warrant  the  conclusion  to  which  the  jaiy 
have  come,  the  Court  will  not  interpose.  In  Harford  v. 
Wilson^  Man^ld  C.  J.  said,  <*  The  Court  will  not  set 
aside  a  verdict  on  account  of  the  admission  of  evidence 
which  ought  not  to  have  been  received,  provided  there 
be  sufficient  without  it  to  authorise  the  finding  of  the 
jury;"  and  the  counsel  for  the  Defendant  never  objected. 
The  same  rule  was  acted  on  in  the  King's  Bench,  in 
Edwards  v«  Evans  {a) :  and  then,  in  Nathan  v.  BucJdqfn 
This  is  no  new  point,  and  we  are  not  exceeding  the  line 
of  our  duty  in  determining  whether  or  not  the  verdict 
is  warranted  by  that  portion  of  the  evidence  which  is  not 
objected  to. 

Gaselee  J.  The  evidence  objected  to  was  intended 
to  shew  only  one  of  various  acts,  which  all  tended  to  shew 
that  the  party,  whose  competency  was  in  question,  pos- 
sessed sufficient  fisu:ulties  to  transact  the  ordinary  busi- 
ness of  life.  Its  reception,  therefore,  could  not  have 
had  any  material  influence  on  the  jury ;  and,  as  the  lessor 
of  the  PlaintiflPis  not  precluded  from  commencing  another 
ejectment,  I  concur  in  thinking  that  this  rule  ought  to 
be  discharged. 

BosANQUET  J.  The  granting  a  new  trial  is  a  matter 
of  discretion  in  the  Court ;  a  discretion  indeed,  not  to  be 
exercised  capriciously,  but  according  to  the  rules  and 
practice  of  the  Court :  and  I  think  we  may,  according  to 
those  rules,  refuse  a  new  trial  in  this  case;  there  bang 
evidence  amply  sufficient  to  support  the  verdict,  exclu- 
sively of  the  evidence  objected  to. 

Rule  discharged* 

(a)  sEajt9  45^* 
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Newell  v.  Simpkin  and  Others.  ^^j  »'• 

n^HlS  was  an  action  against  the  churchwardens  of  a  In  a  suit 
parish,  to  try  the  validity  of  a  rate.  ^^  f^ 

pariah  rate,  the 
Wilde  Serjt  having  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  the  De-  ^J^^T  "  ^* 
fendants  to  permit  the  PlaintifiF  to  inspect  and  copy  the  tpect  the  pa- 
parish  books,  "^  ^^^^ 

without  pay- 
ing any  cotti. 
Merexoether  Serjt,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants, 

offered  to  comply,  if  the  Plaintiff  would  pay  the  costs  of 
the  person  attending  to  exhibit  the  books  in  question ; 
but 

Wilde  insisted  on  the  inspection  as  a  matter  of  right. 

The  Court  desired  that  a  similar  rule  in  the  Court 
of  King's  Bench  in  the  jS^.  Martinis  in  the  Fields  case 
should  be  inspected,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
whether  costs  had  been  allowed.  It  appearing  they 
bad  not,  the  present  rule  was  made  absolute,  without 
any  order  as  to  costs. 


Qq  8 
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Mof  ax. 


Beavan  r.  Dawson»  Sheriff  of  Bij[>ford. 


Theshttrififf 
without  pccvi- 
ouily  requkiDg 
10  ixidtiii»ity» 
•fibe4  under 
an  execution 

against  i^» 
good*  which 
wemin  tiie 
possession  of 
Plaintiff  under 
a  bill  of  sale 
fromX.,  not- 
withstanding 
notice  of  the 
bill  of  sale. 
He  then  ap- 
plied to  jf* 
and  Plaintiff 
severally  for 
an  indemnity 
before  pro* 
ceeding  fiir- 
thery  but  both 
refused}  and 
the  Plaintiff 
sued  him  in 
trespass  for 
the  seizure. 

The  Court 
staid  the  pro- 
ceedings till 
an  indemnity 
should  have 
been  given. 


/^OLONEL  LauiouTy  upon  adequate  coosideration  of 
money  advanced,  made  io  the  Plaintiff  la  November^ 
1829y  a  bill  of  sale  of  his  goods,  with  a  condition  that 
the  sale  should  not  take  place  later  than  the  1st  of  Fdh 
ruary. 

The  Plaintiff  immediately  took  and  kept  the  goods, 
and  on  the  1st  of  February,  at  Lautour^s  request,  and  in 
expectation  of  payment,  further  postponed  the  time  of 
sale  till  the  1st  of  March. 

On  the  22d  of  Aprils  the  goods,  still  in  the  po6Missi4ML 
of  the  Plaintiff's  bailiff,  were,  notwithstanding  notice 
of  the  bill  of  sale,  seized  by  the  Defendant  as  sheriff  of 
Bedford^  under  a  ^.  fa.  issued  by  Messr9*  Antrobus, 
who  had  obtained  a  judgment  against  Lavtour.  AntrO' 
bu£%  attorney  wrote  to  the  under*sheri£^'  and,  appriang 
him  of  the  bill  of.  sale  which  Laiour  had  made  to  the 
Plaintiff  instructed  him,  nevertheless,  to  make  a  seisure 
of  the  goods,  in  order  to  obtain  a  priority  and  prevent  a 
sale  by  the  PlaintiflP;  but  not  to  sell  immediately,  as  the 
attorney  was  desirous  not  to  depreciate  the  property,  by 
pressing  it  precipitately  into  the  market. 

The  sheriff,  after  he  had  made  the  seizure,  applied  to 
Antrobuis  attorney  for  an  indemnity  before  proceeding 
further;  but  the  indemnity  being  refused,  he  offered,  if 
the  Plaintiff  Beavan  would  indemnify  him,  to  return 
ntdla  bona,  and  relinquish  the  possession  of  the  goods. 

The  Plaintiff,  however,  refused,  and  commenced  this 
action  of  trespass  against  the  sheriff;  whereupon. 


mide 
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Wilde  Seijt.,  on  the  authority  of  Butis  v.  Smith,  re- 
ferred to  in  Probinia  v.  Roberts  (a),  obtained  a  rule 
nisi  to  stay  proceedings  till  the  sheriff  should  have  been 
indemnified. 


1S80. 


Beavan 
Dawsox. 


Taddy  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  The  Court  will  not  extend 
to  the  sheriff  the  indulgence  required,  under  circum- 
stances such  as  the  present  In  cases  where  the  sheriff 
is  placed  under  difficulties  by  operation  of  law,  as  where 
property  passes  by  relation,  he  is  entided  to  and  re 
ceives  relief.  Upon  an  extent  at  the  suit  of  the  Crown 
or  an  execution  against  one  who  has  committed  an  act  of 
bankruptcy,  it  is  oflen  impossible  for  the  sheriff  to 
ascertain  in  whom  the  property  is  vested :  but  here  the 
Plaintiff  was  fairly  in  possession ;  and  the  sheriff,  know* 
log  that,  lends  himself  to  the  plans  of  the  execution 
creditor  to  prevent  a  sale  by  the  Plaintiff,  without  re« 
quiring  an  indemnity  till  he  has  actually  made  a  seizure. 
He  has  no  right  to  call  on  the  Plaintiff  for  an  indemnity, 
after  proceeding  to  act  for  the  execution  creditor  with-* 
out  requiring  one.  Probinia  v.  Roberts^  Butts  v.  Smithy 
and  King  v.  Bridges  {b\  are  all  cases  of  bankruptcy,  in 
which  the  sheriff  was  placed  in  difficulties  by  the  doctrine 
of  relation.  And  in  Probinia  v.  Roberts  he  had  actually 
seized  and  was  entitled  to  poundage  before  his  possession 
was  disputed.  No  case  has  gone  so  far  as  the  present ; 
and  the  application  is  not  made  upon  payment  of  costs^ 
which  was  enjoined  in  Probinia  v.  Roberts. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  case  falls  within  the  general 
principle,  that  the  sheriff  is  not,  at  his  own  expense,  ta 
fight  the  cause  of  the  contending  parties.  The  pro- 
ceedings  must  be  staid  till  an  indemnity  has  been  given^ 
and  without  payment  of  the  Plaintiff's  costs,  because  the 
Plaintiff  has  refused  to  indemnify  when  requested. 

Rule  absolute^ 


(fl)  1C6//.577. 


Qq4 


{b)  7  Taunt,  394. 
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May  %!• 


Nelson  v.  Wilson, 


Where  the 
pirtiet  settle  a 
quite  without 
the  interven- 
turn  of  the 
Flaintiff '•  at- 
torney,  he 
cannot  pro- 
ceeSl  to  trial 
for  hb  costs* 
unless  he  can 
deaiiy  estab- 
lish colluffion 
between  the 
parties  tode 
prive  him  of 
hts  costs. 


TN  this  case  the  Plaintiffy  without  communication  with 
his  attorney,  received  from  the  Defendant,  before  the 
time  for  trial,  a  sum  of  money  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt 
and  costs  sought  to  be  recovered.  Whereupon  the 
PlaintifP's  attorney  carried  the  record  to  the  assizes,  and 
took  a  verdict  with  Is.  damages,  in  order  to  issue  thereon 
an  executioYi  for  his  costs. 

Previously  to  the  assizes,  the  Defendant's  attorney  in- 
formed the  Plaintiff's  attorney  that  the  cause  had  been 
settled,  and  that  if  he  proceeded  to  the  assizes  an  ap- 
plication would  be  made  to  this  Court  to  set  aside  the 
verdict 

It  appeared  in  evidence  at  the  assizes,  and  afterwards 
on  affidavit,  that  there  was  ground  for  believing  that  the 
Plaintiff  and  Defendant  had  colluded  together  to  deprive 
the  Plaintiff's  attorney  of  his  costs. 


Wilde  Serjt.,  within  the  first  four  days  of  term,  ob- 
tained a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  and  for  the 
Plaintifi^s  attorney  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  application, 
on  the  ground  that  he  ought  not  to  have  proceeded  to 
trial  after  the  cause  had  been  settled. 


£.  Lawes  Serjt.  shewed  cause,  and  contended,  that  the 
attorney  was  entitled  to  proceed  for  his  costs,  where  there 
was,  as  here,  a  strong  suspicion  of  collusion  between  the 
parties. 

.In  reply,  it  was  insisted  that  the  attorney  was  not  en- 
titled to  proceed,  unless  he  could  shew  a  clear  case  of 
collusion* 

The 
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The  Court  having  taken  time  to  look  into  the  affi- 
davits, 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  now  saidy  It  is  undoubtedly  competent 
for  the  party  to  settle  the  cause  without  the  intervention 
of  his  attorney ;  and  if  the  attorney  proceeds  in  order  to 
secure  his  costs,  he  is  bound  to  make  out  a  clear  case  of 
collusion  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  to  deprive 
him  of  such  costs.  Upon  reading  the  affidavits  in  this 
case,  we  think  that,  though  there  is  ground  for  suspi- 
cion, the  collusion  has  not  been  clearly  made  out,  and 
that  the  proceedings  must  be  staid ;  but,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, without  costs. 

Rule  absolute. 


1880. 


Humphreys  v.  Knight. 

^rHE  Defendant,  a  bankrupt,  being  sued  on  a  debt 
contracted  before  his  commission  was  issued,  ob- 
tained his  certificate  under  the  commission  after  issue, 
and  before  trial :  he  did  not  plead  his  certificate  puis 
darrein  continuance^  but  the  Plaintiff's  attorney  had 
notice  of  the  certificate  before  trial,  and  said  he  sup- 
posed proceedings  were  at  an  end.  Having  proceeded, 
however,  to  trial,  and  judgment, 

Adams  Serjt,  on  behalf  of  the  bail,  who  were  in  a 
condition  to  render  the  Defendant  if  they  thought  fit, 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  an  exoneretur  on  the  bail- 
piece,  under  the  provisions  of  the  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  5. 121., 
by  which  it  is  enacted,  *^  That  every  bankrupt  who 
shall  have  duly  surrenderedi  and  in  all  things  con- 
formed 


MaytZ* 


Where  tlie 
Defendant 
obtained  his 
certificate  at  a 
bankrupt  after 
issue,  and 
before  judg- 
ment, the 
Court  refused, 
after  judg- 
ment, to  enter 
an  exoneretur 
on  the  bail- 
piece. 
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formed  himself  to  the  laws  in  force  concerning  bankrupts 
at  the  time  of  issuing  the  commission  against  him,  sfaaD 
be  discharged  from  all  debts  due  by  him  when  he  became 
bankrupt,  and  from  all  claims  and  demands  hereby 
made  proveable  under  the  commissioiiy  in  ease  he  shall 
obtain  a  certificate  of  such  conformity,  so  signed  ami 
idlowed,  and  subject  to  such  proTisions  as  hereinafter 
directed/'  And  by  8. 126.,  ^  That  any  bankrupt,  who 
shall,  after  bis  certificate  shall  have  been  allowMl,  be 
arrested,  or  have  any  action  brought  against  hifn  for 
any  debt,  claim,  or  demand  hereby  made  proveable  under 
the  commission  against  such  bankrupt,  shall  be  dia^ 
charged  upon  common  bail,  and  may  plead  in  general 
that  the  cause  of  action  accrued  before  he  became  bank- 
rupt, and  may  give  this  act  and  the  special  matter  in 
evidence ;  and  such  bankrupt's  certificate,  and  the  allow- 
ance  thereof,  shall  be  snfScient  evidence  of  the  trading, 
bankruptcy,  commission,  and  other  proceedings  prece- 
dent to  the  obtaining  such  certificate ;  and  if  any  such 
bankrupt  shall  be  taken  in  execution^  or  detained  in 
prison  for  such  debt,  claim,  or  demand,  where  judgment 
has  been  obtained  before  the  allowance  of  his  certificate^ 
it  shall  be  lawful  for  any  Judge  of  the  Court  wherein 
judgment  has  been  so  obtained,  on  such  bankrupt's  pro- 
ducing his  certificate,  to  order  any  officer,  who  shaff 
have  such  bankrupt  in  custody  by  virtue  of  such  execu- 
tion, to  discharge  such  bankrupt  without  exacting  any 
fee,  and  such  officer  shall  be  hereby  indemnified  for  so 
doing," 


Wtld€  Seijt.  shewed  cause.  The  1 26th  section  only 
entitles  the  bankrupt  to  his  discharge  where  he  is  ar-' 
rested,  after  obtaining  his  certificate,  on  a  debt  due 
before  the  bankruptcy,  and  where  he  is  taken,  after  cer- 
tificate, under  a  judgment  obtained  before.  The  De- 
fendiant  is  in  neithl-r  of  these  predicaments,  and  ought  at 

least 
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least  to  plead  his  certificate.  In  Clarke  y.  Hoppe  {a)  it 
was  held,  that  if  an  action  be  commenced,  and  the  de- 
fendant become  bankrupt  and  obtain  his  certificate,  and 
afterwards  permit  judgment  to  be  signed  for  want  of  a 
plea,  after  which  the  plaintiffs  pr9ceed  against  the  bail, 
the  Court  will  not  relieve  the  bail  on  motion. 


ISSO. 


Humphreys 

V, 
KmOHT. 


Adams.  The  practice  has  always  been,  to  enter  an 
eston^lttur  in  these  cases;*  Joseph  v.  Orme.  {b)  And 
Clarke  v.  Hoppe  was  anterior  to  the  49  G.  5.  c.\2l.  la 
Woolcot  v.  Ijeicester  {c)  there  was  a  surmise,  that  the  cer- 
tificate had  been  unfairly  obtained :  but  in  Harmer  v. 
Hagger  {d)  the  Court  relieved  the  bail  on  motion,  and 
refused  to  question  the  validity  of  the  commission^ 
Here,  under  the  121st  section  of  the  6  G.  4.  c.  16.,  the 
Defendant  is  entitled  to  his  discharge  from  the  debt 
sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  cause.  But  if  the  bail 
remain  liable,  the  Defendant  is  liable ;  which  is  contrary 
to  the  intention  of  the  legislature. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  bail  no  doubt  stand  in  the  same 
situation  as  the  bankrupt ;  and  if  they  had  been  damni- 
fied by  any  thing  that  has  taken  place,  so  as  to  have  been 
prevented  from  rendering  their  principal,  we  must  have 
considered  the  question  which  has  been  raised  on  this 
rule.  But  here  they  are  in  a  condition  to  render ;  and 
no  question  has  been  brought  before  us  but  the  very 
important  one.  Whether  the  bankrupt  is  entitled  to  be 
discharged  under  the  126th  find  121st  sections  of  the 
statute. 

If  it  be  irrtended  to  obtain  a  decision  on  that  question, 
we  think  the  bankrupt  should  make  the  application  for 
himself,  and  that  this  rule  should  be 

Discharged. 


(a)  3  Taunt.  46. 
(^)  2  iV.  K.  180. 


(f)  6  TaunU  75. 
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May  %t.  Same  Case. 

A  banknipty      HPHE  Defendant  having  now  been  rendered  to  prison 

who  obtained  in  discharge  of  his  bail, 

his  certificate 

before  judg-  Adams  3e)jt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  his  discharge, 

menty  haying,    pursuant  to  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  55.  121.  and  126. 
after  judg- 

rendered  in  Wilde  Serjt.,  who  showed   cause,  contended  that  the 

discharge  of  defendant  ought  to  have  pleaded  his  certificate  puis 
h2d  **  tided  darrein  continuance^  and  could  not  be  discharged  on  a 
to  be  liberated  summary  application.  His  remedy  was  by  auditd 
on  a.  summary  querela. 

although  he  ^^^  ^^^  having  specified  a  case  in  which  the  bank- 

had  not  plead-  rupt  is  to  be  discharged  summarily,  it  may  be  inferred 
^  ^j"    that  in  cases  not  specified  he  must  be  put  to  his  plea. 
rein  contimu-     Section  126. gives  the  discharge  on  summary  application, 
^•^^-  where  the  judgment  has  been  obtained  before  the  allow- 

ance of  the  certificate.  Here  it  was  not  obtained  till 
after;  and  the  121st  section  only  discharges  the  bank- 
rupt, subject  to  the  provisions  of  section  126. 

Adams.  Although  the  certificate  be  obtained  before 
judgment,  the  bankrupt  is  entitled  to  his  summary  dis- 
charge as  much  as  if  it  had  been  obtained  after;  Bolder 
Jlour  V.  Coats  {a) ;  otherwise  he  might  remain  in  prison  for 
ever,  if  he  neglects  to  plead  puis  darrein  continuance. 
The  object  of  the  126th  section  is  to  free  the  bankrupt 
from  arrest  and  detentions  of  all  kind  after  he  has  ob- 
tained his  certificate;  and  from  the  Court's  having 
required,  in  Clark  v.  Hoppe^  a  surrender  before  the 
bankrupt's  application  for  his  discbarge,  it  must  be  in- 

{a)  QKup.  %$. 

ferred 
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ferred  that  the  application  after  surrender  is  almost  of 
course.  In  Todd  v.  Maxfield  {a\  where  a  defendant 
obtained  a  certificate  under  a  commission  of  bankruptcy 
before  trial,  and  did  not  plead  it  puis  darrein  coniinu" 
ance,  the  Court  relieved  the  bail  on  motion. 


18S0. 


HUMPHRSrS 

Knioht. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  Court  will  decide  on  the  prin- 
ciple to  be  drawn  from  5.  121.  Tlie  preceding  part 
of  the  statute  having  taken  from  the  bankrupt  all  his 
property,  the  121st  section  enacts,  **That  every  bank- 
rupt, who  shall  have  duly  surrendered,  and  in  all  things 
conformed  himself  to  the  laws  in  force  concerning  bank* 
rupts  at  the  time  of  issuing  the  commission  against  him^ 
shall  be  discharged  from  all  debts  due  by  him  when  he 
became  bankrupt,  and  from  all  claims  and  demands 
hereby  made  proveable  under  the  commission,  in  case 
he  shall  obtain  a  certificate  of  such  conformity,  so 
signed  and  allowed,  and  subject  to  such  provisions  as 
hereinafter  directed;  but  no  such  certificate  shall  re- 
lease or  discharge  any  person  who  was  partner  with  such 
bankrupt  at  the  time  of  his  bankruptcy,  or  who  was  then 
joindy  bound  or  had  made  any  joint  contract  with  such 
bankrupt" 

Xhe  provision  of  this  section  acts  as  a  complete  dis- 
charge from  the  time  the  certificate  is  granted.  Here 
he  had  no  doubt  an  opportunity  of  pleading  his  certifi- 
cate ptiis  darrein  continuance;  but  as  he  might  have 
obtained  relief  on  audita  querela,  the  Court  may  inter- 
pose summarily. 

Rule  absolute. 


[a)  2B.^C.%%%. 
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ji£aj  %u  Roe  dem.  Durant  v.  Doe. 

I.  Where  the  T  T  PON  affidavits  which  stated  that  the  premuBes  sought 

lewor  of  the  to  be  reoov^ed  in  this  ejectment  had,  in  1 824,  bo^ 

affi^yit  tha^  demised  by  a  written  agreement  to   Thomas  Moore^  the 

a  tenancy  un-  tenant  in  possession ;  that  the  agreement  had  been  doty 

der  a  written  ^j^g^j^tej  ^nd  was  produced  to  the  Court ;  that  Moort^B 
instrument  hat  '  r 

been  duly  de-  interest  had  been  duly  determined  by  a  regular  notice  td 
terminedy  q^i^ .  that  demand  of  possession  had  been  made ;  and 
the  Defendant  ^^^  Moore  had  been  served  with  a  declaration  in  ejec^ 
may  give  se-     jnent  on  the  24th  of  Aprils  18S0, 

curity  tor  ^  ^^j^  ^^  ^^  obtained  under  1  G.  4.  c.  87.,  callinsf 

costSf  a  subse-  '  ^ 

quentretak-     on  MoorCy   upon   being  admitted  Defendant,    besides 

ing»  if  an  an-  entering  into  the  common  rule  and  giving  the  common 

motion,  must  undertaking,  to  undertake,  in  case  A  verdict  should  pass 

be  alleged  Ibr  the  Flaintid^  to  give  the  PlaintiiT  a  judgment  to  be 

with  particu-  ^j^^f^  up  against  the  real  Defendant  of  the  term  next 

lanty  and  pre-  *     ® 

cition.  precedrog  the  time  of  trial ;  and  also  to  enter   ifito  t 

a.  A  notice  recognizance  by  himself  and  two  sufficient  sureties  in  a 
on  the  aSth  of  , ,  j.  .        j  t  .  «  j 

September  to  f^^onable  sum,  conditioned  to  pay  the  costs  and  dam- 
quit  on  the  ages  which  should  he  recovered  by  the  Plaintiff  in  the 
7^8  1^^     action. 

of  Marcby  u  a 
sufficient  half- 
year's  notice  Cross  Seijt.  shewed  cause,  on  an  affidavit  by  Moore 

that  he  had  held  the  premises  for  several  years ;  that  on 

jhe  2S\}ci  o(  September^  1828,  he  received  notice  to  quit  on 

the  25th  of  March^  1829;  that  long  after  the  service  of 

the  notice  to  quit,  he  saw  the  steward  of  the  lessor  of  the 

Plaintiff,  and  retook  the  premises  by  parol ;  that  he  had 

rented  and  held  them  imder  such  parol  agreement  from 

the  25th  of  Marchy  1829,  till  the  present  time;  that  he 

was 


to  quit. 
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was  advised  that  there  was  a  valid  tenancy  now  existing, 
and  that  he  had  a  good  defence  to  the  action. 

It  was  contended,  that  the  notice  to  quit  was  insuffi- 
cient, for  want  of  a  full  half  year  between  the  28th  day 
of  September  and  the  25th  of  March  following;  [TVn- 
dal  C.  J.,  a  customary  half  year  is  sufficient;]  and  that, 
at  all  events,  the  case  was  taken  out  of  the  statute  by  the 
subsequent  parol  agreement 


189a 


Roe  dem. 

DURANT 

v. 
Doe. 


Wilde  Seijt,  who  supported  the  rule,  urged,  that  to 
take  the  case  out  of  the  statute,  a  new  demise  ought  to 
have  been  shewn  with  precision.  If  there  had  been  a 
new  demise,  the  defendant  would  have  had  a  good  de* 
fence  on  the  merits,  to  which  he  had  not  deposed. 

TiKDAL  C  J.  What  the  decision  of  the  Court  might 
have  been,  if  the  affidavit  of  the  tenant  had  been  more 
precise,  I  do  not  say ;  but,  as  he  merely  deposes  that 
he  retook  the  premises,  without  saying  for  what  period, 
whether  for  a  month  or  for  a  year,  or  on  what  other 
terms,  I  think,  in  the  absence  of  satisfactory  evidence  of 
a  new  taking,  that  the  case  is  within  the  act,  and  the 

rule  must  be  made 

Absolute. 
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May  i8.  Kay,  Assignee  of  Sherwin,  v.  Goodwin. 


The  proceed-     OHERWIN  became  bankrupt,  and  a  commission  was 

iqgt  under  a  issued  airainst  bim  in  1822.  when  a  deposition  of  one 

comnufnon  oi         ■  , 

btnkroptcy       Button^  proving  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  was  made  before 

toed  out  in       the  commissioners* 

not  rarolled  Button  died  about  three  weeks  afterwards, 

till  after  tlie  Subsequently  to  the  passing  of  the  6G.4t.  c^  I6.9  and 

"^  ^  ^*     the  repeal  of  5  G.  2.  c.  30^  Button's  deposition  was  en- 
in  iSaj :  rolled  in  the  way  prescribed  by  the  5  G.  2.  c.  30.,  and  in 

Hdd,  that         the  way  prescribed  by  6  G.  4.  c.  16. 
admistible  in  Being  offered  in  evidence,  in  support  of  the  Plaintiff's 

evidence^  the     case,  on  the  trial  of  the  above  cause,  it  was  objected  that 
t  *'f/'**^'     it  had  never  been  duly  enrolled,  and  ought  not  to  be 
to  the  enrol-      received* 

inent  of  pro-         The  5  G.  2.  c.  SO.  having  been  repealed  at  the  time 

ff^m^TJffpj  ^  the  document  was  carried  in,  there  could  be  no  «irol* 

anterior  to  the  ment  under  that  statute;  and  the  6  G.4.  c.  16.  ^.95.9 

-  applied  only  to  proceedings  subsequent  to  the  passing 

of  the  act. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Defendant, 

Taddy  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial,  on 
the  ground  that  the  deposition  ought  to  have  been 
admitted  in  evidence,  either  under  the  ninety-fifth  or 
ninety-second  sections  of  6  G.  4.  c.  16. 


Adams  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  By  the  ninety-fifth 
tion  of  6  G.4.,  it  is  enacted,  *^  That  all  things  done 
pursuant  to  the  act  passed  in  the  fifth  year  of  king 
George  II.,  and  hereby  repealed,  whereby  it  was  enacted 
that  the  Lord  Chancellor  should  appoint  a  place  where 

all 
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aM  matters  relating  to  commissions  of  bankruptcy  should  18S0. 
be  entered  of  record,  and  should  appoint  a  person  to 
have  the  custody  thereof,  be  hereby  confirmed :  and  the 
Lord  Chancellor  shall  be  at  liberty,  from  time  to  time, 
by  writing  under  his  hand,  to  appoint  a  proper  person 
who  shall,  by  himself  or  his  deputy,  (to  be  approved  by 
the  sittd  Lord  Chancellor,)  enter  of  record  all  matters 
relating  to  commissions,  and  have  the  custjody  of  the 
entries  thereof:" 

'  And  by  s.  96.,  **  That,  in  all  commissions  issued  after 
the  act  shail  have  taken  effect,  no  commission  of  bank- 
ruptcy, adjudication  of  bankruptcy  by  the  commissioners, 
or  assignment  of  the  personal  estate  of  the  bankrupt,  or 
certificate  of  conformity,  shall  be  received  in  evidence  in 
any  -court  of  law  or  equity,  unless  the  same  shall  have 
been  first  so  entered  of  record  as  aforesaid." 

The  enrolment  of  ButlofCs  deposition  not  having 
taken  place  till  after  the  repeal  of  5  G.  2.  c,  SO.,  it  cannot 
be  confirmed,  under  s.95.  above,  as  a  thing  done  pur- 
suant to  that  act;  and  the  enrolment,  under  5.96.,  is  of 
no  avail,  SherwMs  commission  having  issued  long  before 
the  6  G.  4.  took  eflPect,  while  the  clause  is  confined  in  its 
operation  to  commissions  issued  after. 

By  5. 92.  of  that  statute,  it  is  enacted,  *^  That,  if  the 
bankrupt  shall  not  (if  he  was  within  the  United  Kingdom 
at  the  issuing  of  the  commbsion),  within  two  calendar 
months  after  the  adjudication,  or  (if  he  was  out  of  the 
United  Kingdom,)  within  twelve  calendar  months  after 
the  adjudication,  have  given  notice  of  his  intention  to 
dispute  the  commission,  and  have  proceeded  therein  with 
due  diligence,  the  depositions  taken  before  the  comi- 
missioners  at  the  time  of,  or  previous  to,  the  abjudi- 
cation of  the  petitioning  creditors'  debt  or  debts,  of  the 
trading  and  act  or  acts  of  bankruptcy,  shall  be  conclusive 
evidence  of  the  matters  therein  respectively  contained 
in  all  actions  at  law,  or  suits  in  equity,  brought  by  the 

Vol.  VL  R  r  assignees 
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ussignee^  for  any  debt  or  demand  for  which  th^  bank- 
rupt might  have  sustained  any  action  or  suit." 

But  <tUe  Court  will  not  give  a  retrospective  operation 
to  this  section.  Under  the  5  G.  2.  c.  30.,  the  proceed* 
iogs  of  bankruptcy  were  recorded*  like  depositions  taikea 
before  magistrates,  merely  for  the  purpose  of  preserving 
lestimonyf  and  when  produced  they  were  open  to  the 
9»Qie  observations  as  any  other  evidence;  but,  under  the 
new  statute,  the  proceedings  are  made  condusivet  and 
the  effeot  (rf*  holding  the  clause  retrospective  will  be  to 
81^  up  all  invalid  commissions  of  bankrupt  issued  pie- 
^ipttsly  to  the  act.  This  would  operate  with  great  hard* 
tbip»  both  on  the  bankrupts  under  such  commissioii^ 
and  their  debtors ;  on  the  bankrupt,  by  precluding  him 
firom  contesting  the  commission,  however  vicious ;  on  his 
debtors,  by  rendering  them  liable  to  repay  to  assignees 
what  they  may  have  paid  to  the  bankrupt,  when,  if  the 
commission  be  invalid,  their  payments  ought  to  be  pro- 
tected. The  Court  will  not  occasion  such  inconventenee 
without  the  sanction  of  language  expressly  making  the 
clause  retrospective.  But  the  language  of  the  nine^- 
second  dense,  when  that  of  the  ninetieth  and  nioetjr- 
sixth  sections  is  considered,  is  rather  prospective  ihmk 
letrospective.  Keiif  v.  Cook  (a)  is  an  express  decision  on 
the  pomt,  and  was  well  considered,  because  the  Chief 
Justice  had  been  at  first  of  a  different  opinion* 

Tadffy  and  Andrews^  Serjts.  in  support  of  the  rule.  Ai 
the  proceedings  could  not  be  enrdled  under  the  ninety* 
sixth  section  at  least  they  ought  to  stand  under  the 
ninety-fifth,  otherwise  the  parties  are  under  the  hard* 
ship  of  being  exduded  altogether,  which  never  cooU 
have  been  the  intention  of  the  legislature;  but  at  all 
events  the  plaintifl&  were  entitled  to  give  the  depoekions 

{a)  %M.t^  P.  7ao. 

I 

in 
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in  evidence  under  the  provisions  of  the  ninety-seoohd        l6B(h 
section;  and  there  is  a  fallacy  in  the  word  retrospective;  for 
the  question  is  not  whether  that  clause  is  to  have  a  retro-  v. 

spective  operation,  but  rather,  whether  it  applies  to  all  0«»'«'nr. 
commissions  or  to  a  particular  class  only.  The  true  con- 
stmction  of  the  act  is,  that  where  the  word  comrMssion  is 
used  generally,  without  any  limitation,  it  includes  com- 
missions in  existence  at  the  time  the  act  passed;  where 
the  l^slature  intended  to  confine  it  to  commissions 
issued  subsequently  to  the  act,  that  intention  is  clothed  in 
express  words,  as  in  section  ninety-six.  And  this  has 
been  the  principle  of  all  the  decisions  with  the  exceptioh 
^Kjgy  V.Cook.  In  Bell  y.  Bilton  (a)  it  was  held,  that 
before  suing  the  surety  of  the  ^antor  of  an  antiuity  in 
Inspect  of  arrears  of  the  annuity,  where  the  grantor  had 
become  bankrupt,  the  value  of  the  annuity  must  be 
ascertained  by  the  commissioners,  although  th^  annuity' 
wa^  granted,  and  the  grantor  became  bankrupt  pre- 
viously to  September  1825.  In  Exparte  Grundy  {b\  it 
was  held  that  the  56th  section  of  the  act  was  retrospective 
in  its  operation;  and  that,  although  the  event  upon 
whidi  a  debt  was  contingent  had  happened  after  a 
ooniinission  had  issued,  and  before  the  6GA.  c.lB. 
came  into  operation,  the  sum  of  2000/.  was  proveable 
as  a  debt  udder  that  commission :  and  the  Lord  Chan- 
odlor  said,  *'  such  is  the  construction  which  I  should 
be  disposed  to  put  upon  the  fifty-sixth  section,  if  it 
stood  alone;  but  great  light  is  thrown  upon  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  by  reference  to  other  clauses  of 
the  act.  In  that  immediately  following,  the  fifty*seventh, 
which  enables  the  holder  of  any  bill  of  exchange  or 
promiasory  note  to  prove  for  interest  where  interest  is 
not  reserved  by  the  instrument,  and  it  is  overdue  at  the 
ifBoing  of  the  commission,  the  words  are^  '  That  in  all 

f^a)  4JUngb.  615;  {b)  Montag.  £tf  M^Gftrtk.  313.  3"- 

R  r  2  JiOure 
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1850.  JiUui'e  commissions  against  any  person  or  persons  liable' 
upon  any  bill  of  exchange  or  promissory  note  whevei4xia 
interest  is  not  reserved,  overdue  at  the  issuing  the  com- 
mission, the  holder  of  such  bill  of  excluinge  or  promis- 
sory note  shall  be  entitled  to  prove  for  interest  upon  the 
same,  to  be  calculated  by  the  commissioners  to  the  date 
of  the  commission,  at  such  rate  as  is  allowed  by  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench,  in  actions  upon  such  bills  or 
notes.'  It  is  an  argument  fairly  deducible  from  this 
section,  that  where  the  l^slature  intended  to  confine 
the  act  to  future  commissions,  the  intention  is  expressed 
X  in  direct  terms.  The  same  observation  is  applicable  lo 
the  ninety-sixth  and  ninety*eighth  clauses,  the  firit  of 
which  commences  with  the  words :  '  That  in  all  com* 
missions  issued  after  this  act  shall  have  taken  efiect»'  &g»; 
and  the  second  with  the  words:  <  Thatio/^^-  this  act 
shall  have  come  into  effect,'  &c.  Under  these  ctrcuni- 
atances,  independently  of  what  I  consider  to  be  the 
obvious  and  legitimate  interpretation  of  the  fifty«^xl(h 
section,  considered  by  itself,  I  think  the  construction  I 
have  stated,  is  confirmed  by  adverting  to  the  language 
used  by  the  legislature  in  other  clauses,  where  the  opera- 
tion of.  the  enactment  was  intended  to  be  confined  to 
the  future.  But,  the  1 35th  section  has  been  cited  as  being 
at  variance  with  this  construction  of  the  fifty-sixth  section. 
The  words  relied  upon  were :  *  That  nothing  herein  con- 
tained shall  alter  the  present  practice  in  bankruptcyt 
except  where  any  such  alteration  is  expressly  declared ;' 
and  the  words  which  follow,  <  That  nothing  herein 
contained  shall  render  invalid  any  commission  of  bank- 
ruptcy now  subsisting,  or  which  shall  be  subsisting  st' 
the  time  this  act  shall  take  effect,  or  any  proceedings 
which  may  have  been  had  thereunder,  or  affect  or  lessen 
any  rights  claim,  demand,  or  remedy  which  any  person 
now  has  thereunder  or  upon  or  against  any  bankrupt, 
against  whom  any  commission  has  or  shall  have  issued, 

except 
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except  as  is  herein  specificaWy  enacted ;'  and  it  was  con-  ^  1850> 
tended  that  the  meaning  of  these  words  are,  that  the 
statute  shall  not  be  applied  to  commissions  which  ex- 
isted previously  to  its  coming  into  operation,  except 
where  it  is  expressly  declared  that  the  act  shall  apply. 
But  this  argument  is  inconsistent  with  the  mode  adopted 
to  confine  the  operation  of  the  statute  in  the  fifty-seventh, 
ninety-sixth  and  ninety-eighth  sections,  and  would,  in 
my  opinion,  extend  the  effect  of  the  clause  beyond  the 
natural  and  obvious  impoit  of  the  words  used.  It 
remains  to  be  observed,  that  the  case  is  not  devoid  of 
authority.  A  question  analogous  to  the  present,  and 
which  depended  upon  the  construction  of  the  clause 
immediately  preceding  the  fifty-sixth  section,  was  de- 
termined by'  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  id  Bell  v. 
Billon,  (a)  The  judges  were  in  that  case  of  opinion, 
that  where  the  legislature  intended  to  confine  the  opera- 
tion of  the  act  to  future  commissions,  that  intention  has 
been  expressed.  So  far,  therefore,  as  there  is  any 
analogy  between  the  fifty-fiflih  and  fifly-sixth  sections,  I 
consider  the  decision  in  Bell  v.  Billon  to  be  in  point. 
There  have  also  been  decisions  in  this  Court,  which 
appear  to  have  been  grounded  upon  a  similar  construc- 
tion of  the  statute.  As  to  the  consequences  of  the  cdn- 
'struction  to  which  I  have  adverted,  it  was  contended*  at 
the  bar  that  it  may  be  productive  of  hardsliip  in  parti* 
colar  cases.  It  is  certainly  possible  that  it  may ;  but  in 
other  cases,  as  iti  that  before  the  Court,  it  will  operate 
beneficially ;  and  in  the  majority  of  instances  that  can 
be  stated,  I  think  it  will  prove  advantageous  to  ere* 
ditors,  and  give  full  effect  to  the  remedy  intended  by 
the  legislature." 

In  Cumirtg  v.  Welsford  (Zi),  an   execution   on   a   final 

(« )  4  Bingh,  615.  (6)  AntCf  soU 

R  r  3  judgment 
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1880«  judgment  by  nil  dicit,  was  held  to  be  within  the  ptotiao 
of  5. 108.  6  G.  4t.  c.  16.,  aldiough  there  was  no  coooeit 
between  the  parties,  and  the  judgment  was  obtained 
before  the  act  came  into  operation. 

The  object  of  the  act  was  to  produce  peace  between 
bankrupts  and  their  creditors ;  it  is  to  be  construed 
beneficially  to  creditors  (5.135.)$  and  thougli  somQ 
hardship  may  ensue  in  giving  the  ninefy*-second  section 
the  construction  now  contended  for,  the  beneficial 
effects  will  greatly  preponderate:  nor  woiild  the  hard- 
ship in  any  case  be  great,  because  the  documents  are 
only  to  be  conclusive  as  to  the  matters  therein  contaimed^ 
leaving  it  opeq  to  the  bankrupt  to  dispute  any  otheir 
matters.  And  the  language  of  the  ninety-second  section 
plainly  has  reference  to  commissions  in  ei^istenoe  at  the 
time  of  passing  the  act,  being  in  the  past  tense,  '  if  the 
bankrupt  shall  not  have  given  notice/  Key  v.  Cook^ 
is  a  decision  of  two  judges  only,  Chief  Justice  £ei/,  and 
Butrough  J. ;  and  the  Chief  Justice  having  before  ex* 
pressed  a  different  opinion,  the  case  cannot  be  consi- 
dered as  conclusive. 

« 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  It  appears  to  me,  on  the  best  con« 
sideration  which  I  can  give  this  case,  that  the  evi- 
dence which  was  offered  at  the  trial  was  properly  rejected. 
The  firsi  question  is,  whether  it  could  be  received 
under  5  G%  2.  c.  SO.  s.41.  In  order  to  be  competent 
evidence  under  that  statute,  it  must  be  a  deposition  that 
was  duly  enrolled;  and,  therefore,  the  first  question 
is,  whether  there  is  any  power,  as  the  law  now  standSf 
of  enrolling  a  deposition  under  a  commission  issued 
before  the  late  act.  Now,  it  is  perfectly  clear,  that  the 
5  G.  2,  was  repealed  by  the  statute  of  the  6  G.  *•  c.  16. 
I  take  the  effect  of  repealing  a  statute  to  be,  to  obliterate 
it  as  completely  from  the  records  of  the  p^liament  as  if 

it 
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it  had  never  passed  ;  and,  it  must  be  considered  as  a  law        iSSOk 
that  never  existed,  except  for  the  purpose  of  those  acttoiii 
which   were  commenced,   prosecuted,   and   concluded 
whilst  it  was  an  existing  law.     It  follows,  therefore,  that 
this  statute  having  been  re|>ealed   by  the  6  G.  4.,  the 
power  of  enrolling  under  the  5  G.  2.  has  perished  with 
that  act.     Then,  is  there  any  thing  in  the  6  G.  4.  wht^ 
gives  a  power  of  enrolment  in  a  case  like  the  present  ? 
The  section  which  has  been  relied  upon  is  Ihe  niMty* 
fifth,  bat  I  think  that  section  will  not  bear  the  oonsime^ 
tion  of  a  retrospective  effect  to  depositions  that  ought  t6 
bore  been  enrolled  under  the  previous  act.     That  clause 
sayS)  that  all  things  done  pursuant  to  the  act  passed  id 
the  fifth  year  of  the  reign  of  King  Oeofge  II.  and  hereby 
repealed,  whereby  it  was  enacted  that  the  Lord  Cbaa^ 
cellor  should  appoint  a  place  where  all  matters  should 
be  entered  of  record,  &c.  shall  be  thereby  confirmecK 
This  is  not  a  thing  done  under  that  statute ;  the  depo^ 
sitions  had  never  been  recorded  or  carried  to  the  ofiioer 
who  was  appointed  under  that  statute,  and  the  nine^* 
sixth  section,  which  is  in  continuation  of  the  ninety-fifth^ 
gives  a  sense   to  it  by  shewing  that  the  ninety-sixdi 
section  at  least  only  refers  to  commissions  issued  after 
the  act  had  taken  effect.     If  then,  this  is  not  a  deposition 
receiving  its  validity  as  evidence  by  virtue  of  any  enrol* 
ment  upon  record,  could  it  be  admitted   in  evidence 
simply  as  a  deposition  by  virtue  of  the  ninety-second 
section  of  6  G.  4.     That  brings  us  to  tlie  more  important 
question,  whether  that  ninety-second  section  has  a  re* 
trospective  effect;  or,   more  properly,  whether  it  has 
any  operation  on  commissions  that  were  issued  before 
the  act  passed :    and  I  think  the  sound   construction 
of  the  section,  taking  at  the  same  time  into  consider- 
ation the  ninety-third  section  whicli  follows  it,  and  also 
the  135th,  is  to  hold  that  it  would  not  have  such 
operation. 

Rr  4  It 
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USO.  It  appears  to  me,  that  if  the  ninety-second  secdmi  is 

considered  as  affecting  commissions  which  were  then  in 
a  course  of  operation,  it  would  materially  alter  the  situ- 
ation both  of  the  bankrupts  and  of  the  parties  doming  a 
remedy,  under  the  commission.  It  would  alter  the  situ- 
ation of  the  bankrupt,  because  it  would  enable>  his  as- 
signees, and  would  enable  other  persons  to  conclude 
hiin  as  a  bankrupt  without  the  possibility  of  his  con- 
testing his  bankruptcy  within  that  period  of  time  which 
the  statute  meant  to  allow  him«  It  is  only  to  suppttie 
that  he  had  been  adjudicated  a  bankrupt  more  than,  two 
months . before  this  act  passed;  or,  that  being  absent 
from  England,  he  had  been  absent  a  whole  twelve- 
month, isiud  he  is  at  once  effectually  concluded  to  all 
"intents  and  purposes,  from  all  benefit  of  contesting  the 
commission  issued  against  him.  It  would  also  mat^iially 
a£fectxthe  interests  of  other  persons,  because,  whenever 
ibis  conclusion  of  evidence  is  to  take  e£kct,  the  ninety- 
third  section  has  provided  that  parties. who  were, called 
upon  to  pay  their  debts  should  have  a  power;  by  the 
space  of  two  months,  to  pay  their  money  into  court 
during  which  time  this  question  of  bankruptcy  might  be 
tried ;  that  power  would  also  be  entirely  taken  away 
from  them,  and  this  eonstruction  would  entirely  derive 
them  of  the  benefit  of  that  clause. 

It  seems,  therefore,  to  me,  that  the  lS5th  section, 
which  states  that  the  construction  of  this  act  shall  be 
such  as  not  to  affect  or  lessen  any  right,  claim,  demand^ 
or  remedy,  which  any  person  now  has  thereunder,  or 
upon,  or  against  any  bankrupt,  against  whom  any  com- 
mission shall  have  issued,  (and  so  on,)  would  not  be 
observed  if  we  were  to  put  a  different  construction  upon 
the  act  from  that  which  I  have  stated. 

It  has  been  said,  that  there  are  several  cases  in  which 
the  construction  of  this  act  of  parliament  has  been,  that 
it  should  apply  to  commissions  which  had  been  issued 
and  were  then  in  the  course  of  operation.     That  may 

be 
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be  the  case  when  the  law  has  been  altered  in  general 
'terms,  or  old  provisions  are  re-enacted.  Such  a  general 
alteration  of  the  law  will  apply  as  part  of  the  law  of 
bankruptcy  to  commissions  issued  before  the  new  law; 
but  when  new  provisi<$hs  are  introduced  which  iapply 
to  particular  cases,  and  give  entirely  new  remedies,  we 
must  look  to  the  very  words  of  the  sections^  in  order  to 
see  whether  they  apply  or  not  to  by-gone  and  then 
existing  commissions. 

It  seenos  to  me,  applying  that  rule  to  the  ninety-second 
-section,  that  it  was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature 
that  it  should  affect  commissions  then  in  existence. 

As  to  any  hardship  that  may  be  wrought  upon  the 
assignees  of  bankrupts,  or  upon  other  parties  who  seek 
their  remedy  under  the  commission,  it  can  only  be  said, 
that  the  law  which  required  enrolment  under  the"5  G.2». 
continued  up  to  the  time  of  passing  this  act,  which  re- 
pealed'it ;  and,  that  if  they  did  not  think  proper  to  have 
recourse  to  it  to  preserve  these  muniments  which  they 
say  are  material  to  ascertain  the  rights  of  the  bankrupts 
against  other  claimants,  I  can  only  apply  to  them  the 
old  maxim,  Vigilantibus  non  dormientibus.  Jura  subve^ 
niunt.  It  seems  to  me,  it  is  their  own  fault  that  any 
omission  has  affected  them. 


nso. 


Park  J.  I  am  quite  satisfied  from  the  luminous  ex* 
position  which  my  lord  has  just  made  to  the  Court,  that 
the  construction  which  has  been  put  upon  the  act  now, 
and  was  put  upon  it  in  Key  v.  Cookj  is  the  true  construc- 
tion. 


Gaselee  J.  I  think  there  is  a  great  deal  of  difficulty 
in  this  question,  but  considering  as  I  do  that  the  ninety- 
second  and  ninety-third  clauses  are  meant  to  go  together, 
and  that  a  construction  being  put  jupon  the  ninety-second 
section  different  from  that  which  tl>e  Court  has  now  put 

on 
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on  it,  would,  in  its  consequences,  annihilate  the  nin^* 
third  section  as  to  all  cases  arising  before  the  passing  of 
this  act  of  parliament,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  the 
construction  now  put  upon  the  ninety^^second  secdon,  is 
the  right  one. 


BosAMQUJBT  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  aet 
of  Parliament  having  in  some  sections  stated  what  conH 
missions  that  act  intended  to  apply  to,  and  in  othen 
used  general  terms,  the  Court  ought  to  be  very  certain 
that  the  ninety-second  section,  which  is  the  one  now 
under  consideration,  does  apply  to  antecedent  com* 
missions.  But,  after  giving  the  best  attention  to  the  con- 
struction of  that  section  that  I  am  able,  it  does  appear  to 
me  that  it  is  impossible  in  this  case  to  apply  it  to  com* 
missions  that  were  issued  before  this  act  came  into 
e£^t.  This  section,  if  it  is  to  operate  at  all,  makes  the 
deposition  when  it  is  received,  conclusive;  and  it  seems 
to  me  that  it  is  quite  impossible  to  say  that  the  secdoa 
shall  operate  so  as  to  make  the  deposition  conclusive 
in  a  case  such  as  the  present,  when  we  look  to  the  former 
part  of  the  section,  which  says  that  it  shall  operate^ 
unless  the  bankrupt,  if  he  shall  be  within  the  United 
Kingdom,  within  two  calendar  months  after  the  ad* 
judication,  or,  if  out  of  the  United  Kingdom,  within 
twelvemonths  after  the  adjudication,  has  given  notice 
of  his  intention  to  dispute  the  commission. 

Now,  time  was  certainly  given  in  this  act  in  some 
cases,  to  enable  n  person  becoming  bankrupt  antecedently 
to  the  act,  to  avail  himself  of  the  clause  before  the  act 
came  into  effect.  The  act  passed  the  2d  May^  and  time 
is  given  until  the  1st  day  of  September ^  but  that  time  does 
not  extend  to  twelve  calendar  months;  and  we  must 
apply  the  same  construction  to  this  section,  whether  the 
party  was  within  the  United  Kingdom,  or  was  without 
the  United  Kingdom. 

It 
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It  seems  to  ^me  therefore,  that  it  is  impossible,  con-* 
sistently  with  justice,  to  apply  this  niDety-second  section 
to  the  commission  which  is  the  subject  of  our  present 
consideration.  It  is  to  be  observed,  that  if  the  party 
had  been  disposed  to  avail  himself  of  an  enrolment  under 
the  former  act,  he  had  the  opportunity  of  doing  so  be- 
tveea  the  time  when  the  new  act  passed  and  the  time 
when  it  came  into  effect,  for  time  was  given  from  the  2d  of 
May  till  the  first  of  September j  and  having  suffered  that 
time  to  go  by,  I  think  he  cannot  now  avail  himself  of 
this  section  which  would  operate  unjustly,  if  it  were 
allowed  to  take  effect  in  this  case. 

Rule  discharged^ 


Clarkson  *v.  Lawson. 


May  19. 


TIBEL.     See  the  declaration,  ante^  266. 

After  the  decision  upon  one  of  the  Defendant's 
pleas,  as  there  reported,  the  Plaintiff,  who  had  replied 
de  iryurid  to  another  plea,  obtained  leave  to  withdraw 
his  replication  for  the  purpose  of  demurring,  upon  al- 
lowing the  Defendant  to  plead  de  novo.  The  Defendant 
accordingly,  now  put  in,  first,  a  plea  to  the  whole  der 
claration,  on  which  the  Plaintiff  joined  issue ;  and, 
secondly,  the  following  plea :  — 

And  for  a  further  plea  in  that  behalf,  the  Defendant 
saith,  that  as  to  the  publishing,  and  causing  and  procur- 
ing to  be  published  so  much  of  the  said  supposed  libellous 
matter  as  imputes  or  charges  to  or  against  the  Plaintifl^ 
that  he,  before  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.  had  been 
once  suspended  in  his  aforesaid  profession  and  business 
of  a  proctor,  above  supposed  to  have  been  done  by  th^ 

said 


Deelaraitioii, 
tliat  Defend- 
ant had  libel- 
led Pliintiff, 
a  proctor, 
by  publishing 
that  he  had 
been  suipend- 
ed  three  times. 

Plea,  as  to 
one  of  the 
said  suspen- 
sions, that 
Plaintiff  had 
been  once 
suspended  by 
SvcJ.N.: 

Held,  that 
the  libellous 
matter  was 
thus  divisible, 
and  the  plea 
an  answer  as 
to  part. 
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Sffid  Defendant,  the  said  Defendant,  by  leave,  && 
that  the  said  Plaintiff  ought  not,  &c.,  because,  he  saitb, 
that  the  said  Plaintiff,  before  the  said  times  when,  &c.  in 
the  said  declaration  mentioned,  towit,  on  the  lOthof  Jafnf- 
ary  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  had  been  employed  in  the 
way  of  his  aforesaid  profession  and  business  oTa  proctor 
by  one  Thomas  Gillarts  and  afterwards  and  before  die 
said  several  times  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  day  and  year 
last  aforesaid,  fraudulently  and  extortionately  demanded 
of  and  from  the  said  Thomas  Gillari,  as  and  for  the  sum 
of  money  justly  due  to  him  the  said  Plaintiff  from  the 
said  Thomas  Gillart,  for  the  work  and  labour  of  bini  the 
said  Plaintiff  as  such  proctor  done,  performed,  and  be- 
stowed in  and  about  the  business  of  the  said  Thomas 
Gillart  in  pursuance  of  the  last  aforesaid  employment, 
and  for  the  fees  and  disbursements  due  and  made  to  and 
by  him  as  such  proctor  in  respect  thereof  a  certain  lai^ 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  19/.  145.  4^.  Whereas 
in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  sum  of  money  then  and  there 
justly  due  to  him  the  said  Plaintiff  in  that  behalf^  then 
and  there  amounted  to  a  much  less  sum  of  money,  U> 
wif,  the  sum  of  9/.  195.  Sd,  And  the  said  Defendant 
further  saith,  tliat  afterwards,  and  before  the  said  several 
times  when,  &c.  to  wit,  on  the  13th  day  of  Februanf  in 
the  year  last  aforesaid,  Sir  John  NichoU  Knight,  then 
being  Judge  of  the  Prerogative  Court  of  Canierbury^ 
caused  the  aforesaid  false,  fraudulent,  and  extortionate 
demand  to  be  taxed  hy  the  proper  officers  of  the  said 
Court  in  that  behalf,  to  wit,  the  Rev.  George  Moore^ 
Charles  Moore^  Esq.,  and  the  Rev.  Robert  Moore^  i^^gi^ 
trars  of  the  said  Court ;  and  that  the  said  officers^  by 
their  deputy  in  that  behalf,  did  afterwards,  and  before 
the  said  several  times  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day 
of  February  in  the  year  last  aforesaid,  report  in  the  said 
Court  to  the  said  Sir  J.  NichoU^  as  and  being  such  Judge 
as  aforesaid,  according  to  tlie  forms  and  practice  of  the 

said 
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said  Oourt,  that,  upon  such  taxation  of  the  aforesaid 
false,  fraudulent,  and  extortionate  demand,  a  small  part 
thereof,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  9/.  19^.  Sd.  only,  had  been 
justly  found  due  to  the  said  Plaintiff  from  the  said 
Thomas  GiUart,  And  the  said  Defendant  further  saith, 
that  thereupon  by  reason  of  the  premises,  afterwards  and 
before  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.,  to  wit,  ofl  the 
Idth  day  of  March  in  the  year  aforesaid,  the  said  Sir 
J.  NichoUj  as  and  being  Judge  of  the  said  Court,  did 
order,  direct,  and  adjudge  to  be  suspended,  and  did 
suspend  the  said  Plaintiff  from  exercising  the  business 
of  a  proctor  of  the  said  Court,  for  and  during  the  space 
of  one  year  then  next  following ;  and  did  then  and  there 
direct,  that  at  the  expiration  of  the  space  of  one  year, 
the  said  Plaintiff  should  be  further  suspended  until  he 
should  appear  and  publicly  make  faithful  promise  to 
abstain  from  all  malpractices  in  the  future  exercise  of 
his  business  as  a  proctor  in  the  said  Court.  Abd  the 
said  Defendant  further  saith,  that  the  said  Sir  J.  NiclioU 
in  that  plea  mentioned,  and  Sir  J.Nicholl  in  the  said 
supposed  libels  named,  are  one  and  the  same  person; 
wherefore  the  said  Defendant  afterwards,  at  the  said 
several  times  when,  &c.  did  publish,  and  cause  and  pro- 
core  to  be  published  so  much  of  the  said  supposed 
libellous  matters  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned  as 
impYites  or  x^harges  to  or  against  the  said  Plaintiff,  that 
be  the  said  Plaintiff,  before  the  said  several  times  when^ 
&c.  had  been  once  suspended  in  his  aforesaid  profession 
and  buisiness  of  a  proctor  as  he  the  said  Defendant  law- 
fully might  for  the  cause  last  aforesaid,  which  are  the 
same  publishing  and  causing  to  be  published  the  said 
supposed  libellous  matters  as  are  in  the  introductory 
.  part  of  this  plea  mentioned ;  and  this  &c. 

Demurrer  and  joinder. 

No  general  issue  was  pleaded. 


1850. 
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Cron  Seijt  in  support  of  the  demnrrer.     The  plea  b 
ill ;  it  is  no  answer  to  any  allegation  in  the  declaration* 
The  Plaintiff  complains   that  the  Defendant  charged 
him  with  having  been  suspended  three  times  for  extor- 
tion ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  Plaintiff  has 
been  suspended  once.  The  imputation  consists  of  a  single 
assertion  which   is  indivisible ;   the  Pldntiff  does  not 
complain,  and  probably  need  not  have  complained  of  die 
Defendant's  saying  that  he  had  been   suspended  once ; 
that  might  have  been  at  his  own  request^  or  for  a  single 
act  of  venial  error*     But  the  action  is  brought  against 
the  Defendant  for  saying  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  sus- 
pended three  times,  and  thereby  imputing  to  him  habitual 
misconduct.     The  Plaintiff  does  not  complain  that  be 
has  been  charged  with  a  single  error,  but  that  be  has 
been  charged  with  habitual  mbconduct.  The  two  charges 
are  essentially  different,  and  the  plea  which  should  deny 
or  confess  and  avoid,  does  not  deny  or  confess  a  libel 
imputing  habitual  misconduct,  but  a  libel  imputing  a 
single  error,  which  is  not  the  libel  complained  of.     The 
one  offers  a  good  ground  of  action,  when  the  other  per- 
haps might  have  afforded  none;  and  it  can  be  no  answer 
to  a  well  founded  complaint  of  attack  on  character  te 
say,  that  something  has  befallen   the  Plaintiff  whidi 
might  not  afiect  his  character  at  all. 

Secondly,  the  plea  is  ill  for  uncertainty.  Thedeclar* 
ation  charges  the  Defendant  in  the  first  count  with  pub* 
lishing  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  suspended ;  in  the 
second,  with  publishing  that  the  Plaintiff  had  been 
suspended  for  extortion :  the  charges  are  by  no  means 
identical,  because  suspension  for  extortion  would  render 
the  Plaintiff  infamous;  suspension  genei*ally  might  be 
for  an  honest  cause;  and  the  plea  no  where  points  out 
to  which  of  the  two  suspensions  it  is  meant  to  apply. 

The  introduction  of  the  plea  ^*  as  to  the  publishing 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  been  once  suspended  in  his  business 

of 
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of  a  proctor,  as  above  supposed  to  have  been  done  by 
the  Defendant,''  is  a  reference  to  the  suspensions  men* 
tioned  in  the  declaration,  and  as  they  are  two,  the  De« 
fendant  ought  to  have  shewed  to  which  of  the  two  the 
plea  pointed. 


ISSO, 


WUde  Seijt.  The  plea  is  sufficient,  the  charge  of 
which  the  Plaintiff  complains  being  clearly  divisible. 
If  the  Defendant  had  published  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
been  suspended  on  the  1st  of  May^  the  1st  of  Junej  and 
the  1st  of  Julyy  he  might,  after  pleading  to  the  whole 
declaration,  have  pleaded  to  so  much  of  it  as  complained 
of  the  allegation  of  suspension  on  the  1st  of  May^  for 
instance :  and  the  publishing  that  the  I^aintiff  was  sus- 
pended three  times,  is,  in  effect,  the  same  thing  as  pub- 
lishing that  he  was  suspended  on  three  several  days. 
The  allegation  is  of  three  several  incidents,  and  the  De- 
fendant is  at  liberty  to  answer  any  one  of  them  he  may 
be  able  to  meet :  as  if  he  had  charged  the  Plaintiff  with 
stealing  three  horses,  he  might  have  justified  as  to  one. 

As  to  the  second  objection,  if  the  charge  set  out  in  the 
first  count  be  supposed  to  difier  from  that  of  the  second, 
the  plea  is  sufficient;  for  at  all  events,  it  refers  to  that 
charge,  by  pursuing  the  language  of  that  count  of  the 
declaration  which  was,  '*  It  was  strange  that  Mr.  Peddle 
should  have  gone  to  the  Plaintiff  who  had  been  sus- 
pended three  times;"  but  if  it  appears  on  the  whole 
that  the  charges  complained  of  in  the  two  counts  are 
substantially  the  same,  then  the  words  of  reference  **  As 
above  supposed,''  sufficiently  point  the  plea  to  the  whole 
Qomplaint  made  in  the  declaration. 

Cros9^  in  reply,  insisted  that  the  body  of  the  plea  was 
inconsistent  with  the  introduction,  as  in  Gray  v. Pindar  {a). 


(a)  %B.lsf  P.  4^7. 


where 
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where  in  assumpsit  on  a  note  payable  by  instalments } 
plea  in  bar  as  to  the  said  several  causes  of  action,  except 
the  last  instalment  that,  '*  The  said  several  causes  of 
action  did  not,  nor  did  any  of  them,  accrue  within  six 
years ; "  it  was  holden  on  special  demurrer,  that  though 
some  of  the  instalments  might  be  barred  and  others  not, 
yet  the  introduction  to  the  plea  and  the  body  of  it  were 
inconsistent. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  Plaintiff  has  declared  on  a  UbA 
which  imputes  to  him,  according  to  the  first  count  of  the 
declaration,  the  having  been  suspended  three  times ;  and, 
according  to  the  second  count,  the  having  been  suspended 
three  times  for  extortion.  The  plea  now  under  consid- 
eration commences,  ^*  As  to  the  publishing  and  causing 
and  procuring  to  be  published  so  much  of  the  said  sup- 
posed libellous  matter  as  imputes  or  charges  to  or  against 
the  plaintiff  that  he,  before  the  said  several  times  wh^ 
&c,  had  been  once  suspended  in  his  aforesaid  profession 
and  business  as  a  proctor,  above  supposed  to  have  been 
done  by  the  said  Defendant,"  and  justifies  in  the  truth  as 
to  one  suspension,  *^  Wherefore  the  said  Defendant 
afterwards,  at  the  said  several  times  when,  &c.,  did  pub- 
lish and  cause  and  procure  to  be  published  so  much  of 
the  said  supposed  libellous  matters  in  the  said  declar- 
ation mentioned  as  imputes  or  charges  to  or  against  the 
said  Plaintiff  that  he  the  said  Plainti£^  before  the  said 
several  times  when,  &c.,  had  been  once  suspended  in 
his  aforesaid  profession  and  business  of  a  proctor." 

On  demurrer,  two  objections  have  been  raised  to  this 
plea:  first,  that  on  principle  the  charge  contained  in  th^ 
libel  is  not  divisible;  and  secondly,  that  even  if  it  be 
divisible,  the  ple^  is  not  sufficiently  pointed  to  either  of 
the  various  allegations  in  the  declaration. 

We  think,  however,  that  this  charge  is  severable, 
inasmuch  as  the  measure  of  damages,  on  an  unfounded 

charge 
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charge  of  one  suspension)  would  be  different  from  the 
measure  on  an  unfounded  charge  of  three  suspensions* 
The  action  of  libel  proceeds  on  the  principle  that  there 
has  been  malice  in  the  Defendant  and  damage  to  the 
Plaintiff.  If  the  Defendant  can  shew  that  the  supposed 
libel  is  true  to  its  full  extent,  the  allegation  of  the 
existence  of  malice  seems  to  be  answered.  If  he  prove 
that  the  libel  is  true  in  part,  the  JPlaintiff  ought  not 
to  recover  damage  for  that  part  of  the  imputation 
so  proved  to  be  true.  And  it  would  be  hard  if  it 
were  otherwise :  for  if  that  part  contained,  as  it  often 
might,  the  substance  of  the  charge,  and  the  Defendant 
were  precluded  from  pleading  because  he  could  not 
answer  the  whole,  the  Plaintiff  might  recover  damages 
in  a  case  where  there  was  neither  injury  nor  malice,  t 
agree  that  when  the  charge  complained  of  is  not  sever- 
able  in  its  nature,  the  Defendant  must  justify  to  the  full 
extent  of  the  charge.  Upon  a  charge  of  murder,  for 
instance,  it  would  be  no  plea  to  allege  that  manslaughter 
had  been  committed,  because  such  a  plea  would  not 
confess  what  was  imputed  or  any  part  of  it.  But  here, 
when  the  Defendant  says  that  the  Plaintiff  was  suspended 
three  times,  it  is  no  more  than  saying  he  was  supended 
once  on  such  a  day,  once  on  such  another  day,  and  once 
on  a  third  day,  and  there  can  be  no  doubt  he  may 
confine  his  justification  to  one  of  the  days,  leaving  the 
Plaintiff  to  establish  the  damage  resulting  from  the  re- 
sidue of  the  charge.  In  Stiles  v.  Nokes  (a),  the  Court 
expressly  says,  "  The  party  who  requires  the  separ- 
ation to  be  made  for  his  own  defence,  ought  to  hav^ 
taken  upon  himself  the  burden  of  doing  it,  in  order  that 
the  Court  might  see  with  certainty  what  parts  he  meant 
to  justify."  "  A  plea  of  justification  may  be  good  with 
a  general  reference  to  certain  parts  of  the  libel  set  forth 
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in  the  declaration,  if  the  Court  can  see  with  certainty 
what  parts  are  referred  to ;  as  if  the  reference  be  to  so 
much  of  the  libel  as  imputes  to  the  Plaintiff  such  a 
crime  {e.  g.  perjury),  that  would  be  sufficient  without 
repeating  all  those  parts  again,  which  would  lead  to  pro- 
lixity of  pleading,  and  ought  to  be  avoided."  And  the 
plea  in  that  case  was  only  held  ill,  because  the  various 
component  parts  of  the  libel  had  not  been  sufficiently 
separated  by  the  pleader. 

This  is  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  first  objection.  The 
second  is,  that  the  plea  is  not  sufficiendy  pointed  to  the 
particular  charge  in  the  declaration  which  it  is  intended 
to  meet;  but  it  is,  clearly,  sufficiently  applicable  to  the 
charge  in  the  first  count  of  the  declaration,  as  it  pursues 
the  express  language  of  that  charge;  and  I  am  further 
inclined  to  think  that  by  the  words  of  reference^  **  above 
supposed  to  have  been  done  by  the  said  defendant,"  it 
may  be  taken  sufficiently  to  refer  to  the  charge  of  sus- 
pension for  extortion. 


Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  plea  is,  at 
all  events,  by  the  words  of  reference,  sufficiently  appli- 
cable to  the  charge  on  the  first  count,  and  is  perfectly 
good  in  other  respects.  The  imputation  complained  o( 
has,  in  effect,  three  dates;  for,  as  Lord  Stowell  and  Sir 
John  Nicholl  do  not  sit  in  the  same  court,  the  allqjed 
suspensions  must  have  taken  place  at  difierent  times; 
and,  as  in  the  case  which  has  been  put,  of  a  charge  of 
stealing  three  horses,  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why 
the  Defendant  should  not  justify  as  to  one. 


Gaselee  J.  If  a  party,  who  charges  a  plaintiff  with 
having  incurred  three  different  punishments,  would  pay 
greater  damages  than  if  he  had  alleged  only  one,  he 
must  be  permitted  to  put  on  record,  or  to  give  in 
evidence,  under  the  general  issue,  whatever  would  ex- 
empt 
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empt  him  from  a  portion  of  the  damages  sought  to  be 
recovered.  I  am  rather  inclined  to  think  that  the  fact  of 
a  single  suspension  could  not  have  been  given  in  evidence 
under  a  general  issue  on  this  declaration;  and,  therefore, 
the  party  is  compelled  to  plead  it.  The  introduction  of 
the  plea  being  pointed  to  the  Plaintiff's  having  been  once 
suspended,  that  suspension  necessarily  means,  a  sus- 
pension according  to  the  manner  charged  in  the  declar- 
ation ;  and  to  the  first  count,  at  least,  it  distinctly  applies : 
but  the  plea  goes  on  to  show,  in  common  parlance,  a 
suspension  for  extortion ;  for  it  says,  ^^  That,  upon  such 
taxation  of  the  aforesaid  false,  fraudulent,  and  extortion- 
ate demandy  a  small  part  thereof,  to  wit,  the  sum  of 
9L  195.  8^.  only,  had  been  justly  found  due  to  the  said 
plaintiff,  from  the  said  Thomas  Gillart ;  and  that,  there- 
upon, by  reason  of  the  premises,  afterwards  and  before 
the  said  several  times  when,  &c.  the  said  Sir  J.  NichoU^ 
as  and  being  judge  of  the  said  court,  did  order,  direct, 
and  adjudge  to  be  suspended,  and  did  suspend,  the  said 
plaintiff  from  exercising  the  business  of  a  proctor  in  the 
said  court." 


18S0. 


Clarksok 
Lawsok. 


BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  One  plea 
having  been  pleaded  to  the  whole  declaration,  there  has 
been  no  discontinuance ;  and  the  defendant  has  a  right 
to  put  a  second  plea  on  record,  applicable  to  a  portion 
of  the  charge  only,  where  the  matter  is,  in  its  nature, 
severable.  The  libel  here  imputes  to  the  Plaintiff  three 
distinct  suspensions;  and  it  certainly  is  open  to  the 
Defendant  to  justify  as  to  one  of  them,  and  lessen  the 
damages  accordingly;  for  the  suspensions  must  have 
been  in  themselves  separate  acts. 

Then,  as  to  the  applicability  of  the  plea,  if  it  be  taken 
as  a  plea  to  the  charge  of  suspension,  without  specifying 
the  cause  of  suspension,  it  is,  at  all  events,  applicable  to 
the  first  count.     But  I  think  the  introductory  part  of 
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the  plea  applies  as  well  to  the  second  as  to  the  firat 
count.  **  Above  supposed  to  have  been  done,"  meaii% 
as  supposed  by  the  declaration;  and  then  the  justificatioa 
is  for  matter  which,  in  the  popular  sense  of  the  wordy 
imports  extortion. 

Judgment  for  the  Defendant,  on  the  second  pi 


A  cause  in 
which  there 
was  no  notice 
set  off  having 
been  referred 
by  order  of 
Nisi  Priujf 
the  Judge, 
during  the  as* 
sizes,  made  a 
second  order 
to  enable  the 
Defendant  to 
give  a  particu- 
lar of  set  off: 
Held,  that 
the  z  G.  4* 
e,  S5,  did  not 
authorise  this 
second  order. 


AsHWORTH  and  Others  v.  Heathcoxb* 

T>  Y  an  award  in  this  cause,  after  reciting  **  Thatic  by  a 
certain  order  of  nisi  prius^  made  at  the  assiiei 
holden  at  Slqffarel,  in  and  for  the  county  of  Slajffhrif 
on  the  6th  of  August^  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  182^  a 
certain  cause,  wherein  John  Ashworth  the  elder^  JokB 
Ashvoorih  the  younger,  and  Thomas  Ashworth^  were  the 
Plaintiffi,  and  Richard  Edensor  Heathcote  Esquire  was 
the  Defendant,  was  referred  to  B.  H,  M.  Esquire^  to 
setUe  that  cause,  and  all  matters  in  difference  between 
the  said  parties,  or  any  or  either  of  them ;  and  that 
also,  by  a  certain  other  order  of  nisi  priusj  made  at  the 
same  assizes,  a  certain  cause,  wherein  the  said  TlumM 
Ashworth  was  the  PUintiff,  and  the  said  Richard  Edensor 
Heathcote  was  the  Defendant,  was  referred  to  the  said 
B.  //.  M.  to  settle  that  cause  and  all  matters  in  differeooe 
between  the  said  parties  therein ;  and  that  it  was  after^ 
wards  agreed  by  and  with  the  consent  of  the  couJosel  far 
the  said  several  parties,  that  the  said  several  oiden 
should  be  acted  upon  as  parts  of  one  and  the  same 
order;  and  that  also,  by  a  certain  order  made  on 
the  24th  of  Ju/y  1829,  by  the  Honorable  Sir  SiephiB 
GaseleCf  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas,  in  the  said  last  mentioned  cause,  it  was  ordered 

that 
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that  the  Defendant's  attorney  or  agent  shouId,^  within 
fear  days,  deliver  to  the  Plaintiff's  attorney  or  agent  an 
account  in  writing,  with  dates,  of  the  particulars  of  the 
Defendant's  set*off,  and  in  default  thereof  that  he  should 
be  precluded  from  giving  evidence  in  support  of  such 
set-off  at  the  trial  of  the  cause ;  and  that  no  such  ac- 
count was  delivered  within  four  days  from  the  date  of 
such  order,  or  at  any  time  before  the  said  cause  was 
called  on  for  trial  and  the  said  last-mentioned  order  of 
nisiprius  was  made  therein;  and  that  afler  the  making 
of  the  said  last-mentioned  order  of  nisi  prius^  and  after 
the  first  meeting  of  the  said  reference,  but  during  the 
continuance  of  the  said  assizes,  that  is  to  say,  on  the 
10th  of  August  in  the  year  aforesaid,  a  certain  order 
was  made  in  the  said  last-mentioned  cause  by  the  Hon. 
Sir  John  Vaughan,  one  of  the  judges  of  the  said  assizes, 
whereby  it  was  ordered  that  the  Defendants  should  be 
at  liberty  forthwith  to  deliver  the  particulars  of  set-off  in 
that  cause,  and  such  particulars  were-  accordingly  de- 
livered forthwith ; 

The  arbitrator  ordered,  that  a  verdict  should  be  en ' 
tered  for  the  plaintiffs  in  the  said  first-mentioned  action, 
for  the  sum  of  70/.  65.  4 J.  damages ;  and  awarded  and 
adjudged  that  the  Defendant,  in  the  said  secondly  men- 
tioned cause,  was  indebted  to  the  Plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 
60/.  105.  2d.,  on  the  causes  mentioned  in  tlie  last  seven 
counts  of  the  declaration  of  the  Plaintiff;  but  that  the 
Plaintiff  was  indebted  to  the  Defendant  in  a  larger 
amount  on  the  causes  mentioned  in  the  particular  of  set- 
off delivered  as  above  mentioned ;  and  thereupon  di- 
rected, that  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the 
evidence  of  such  set-off  was  admissible  in  the  cause,  then 
the  verdict  in  the  last-mentioned  cause  should  be  en-^ 
tered  generally  for  the  Defendant ;  but,  if  the  Court 
should  be  of  opinion  that  the  evidence  of  such  set-off 
was  not  admissible  in  the  said  cause^but  only  as  a  matter 
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18S0.       in  difference  between  the  parties,  then  the  verdict  iii  the 
*  -'  '    '^     last-mentioned  cause  should  be  entered  for  the  Plaintiff 

^^SH  WORTH 

9,  Upon  the  said  last  seven  counts  of  the  declaration  for  the 

Hbathcote.  gum  of  60/.  105.  2d.  damages,  and  for  the  Defendant 
upon  the  other  counts  of  the  declaration.  And  further, 
that  the  Plaintiff  should,  in  no  case,  be  entitled  to 
receive  the  said  sum  of  60/.  1 05.  2d.  of  and  from  the 
said  Defendant,  nor  the  Defendant  to  receive  any  sum 
from  the  Plaintiff,  on  account  of  the  said  set-off;  but 
that  the  account  between  them  should  be  considered  as 
finally  closed  and  balanced,  except  as  far  as  regarded 
any  payments  to  be  mode  under  and  by  virtue  of  that 
award.  And  lastly,  that  each  of  the  said  parties  should 
bear  and  pay  his  and  their  own  costs  of  that  reference. 

Wilde  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  enter  up  in  the 
seoond  cause,  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiffs  for  60/.  105.  2<i, 
on  the  ground,  that  after  the  order  of  reference,  the 
learned  Judge  was  Junctus  fffficio^  and  had  no  authority 
to  make  an  order  enabling  the  Defe!ndant  to  prove  bis 
set-off,  especially  as  thei'e  was  no  particular  of  set-ofl^ 
after  a  former  order  to  deliver  one^  and  the  Defendant 
could  not  have  entered  on  any  such  proof  had  he  gone 
before  a  jury. 

Russell  Seijt.  shewed  cause.  By  1  Geo.  4.  c.  55.  s.  5., 
after  reciting  "  That  it  is  expedient  that  the  justices  of 
the  Courts  of  King's  Bench  and  Common  Pleas,  and  the 
Barons  of  the  Exchequer  at  Westminster^  and  the  jus- 
tices of  Chester^  should  have  power  and  authority,  upon 
their  respective  circuits  for  taking  the  assizes,  to  grant 
summonses,  and  to  make  orders  in  actions  and  prosecu- 
tions in  the  manner  hereinafter-mentioned,"  it  is  enacted, 
"  That  from  and  after  the  passing  of  this  act,  it  shall 
and  may  be  lawful  for  the  justices  of  the  Courts  of  King^s 
Bench  and  Common  Pleas,  and  the  Barons  of  the  Ex- 
chequer 
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chequer  at  Westminster^  and  the  Justices  of  Chester^  and 
each  and  every,  or  any  one  of  them,  during  their  respec- 
tive circuits  for  taking  the  assizes,  to  grant  such  and  the  v. 
like  summonses,  and  make  such  and  the  like  orders  in  Heathcote. 
all  actions  and  prosecutions  which  are  or  shall  be  depend- 
ing in  any  of  his  Majesty's  Courts  of  record  at  Westmin- 
stevj  in  which  the  issue,  if  brought  to  trial,  would  be  to  be 
tried  upon  such  their  respective  circuits,  as  if  such  jus- 
tices of  the  Courts  of  King's  &ench  and  Common  Pleas, 
and  Barons  of  the  Exchequer,  and  Justices  of  Chester^ 
were  respectively  judges  of  the  Court  in  which  such 
actions  or  prosecutions  are  ^  or  shall  be  depending, 
although  such  respective  Justices  of  the  Courts  of  King's 
Bench  and  Common  Pleas,  and  Barons  of  the  Exche- 
quer, and  Justices  of  Chester^  or  any  of  them,  may  not  be 
judges  of  the  Court  in  which  such  actions  or  prosecu- 
tions are  or  shall  be  depending ;  and  such  summons  and 
orders  shall  be  of  the  same  force  and  effect  as  if  such 
Justices  of  the  Courts  of  King's  Bench  and  Common 
Pleas,  and  Barons  of  the  Exchequer  at  Westminster^  and 
Justices  of  Chester^  were  respectively  judges  of  the  Court 
in  which  such  actions  or  prosecutions  are  or  shall  be 
depending.'^ 

The  judges  of  assize,  therefore,  have  the  same  power 
of  hiaking  an  order  in  the  cause,  as  any  judge  of  the 
court  in  which  the  cause  is  depending;  and  a  judge 
of  the  court  in  which  the  cause  is  depending  might 
have  made  such  order.  An  order  for  further  time  to 
deliver  particulars,  either  of  demand  or  set-off,  is  a  com- 
mon practice.  The  only  question  therefore  is,  whether, 
upon  a  cause  having  been  referred,  a  judge  has  the 
power  of  making  such  an  order  respecting  such  cause 
as  justice  may  appear  to  him  to  require. 

The  cause  was  not  out  of  court,  and  applications  might 
be  made  respecting  it.     Thus  it  has  been  held^  that  a 

S  s  4  party 
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]  830.       pai*ty  may  apply  for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  tKe  op- 
'  '"     posite  party  should  not  attend  before  the  arbitrator ;  or 

ASHWORTH       ^  '^    .    '^  - 

v^  why  the  arbitrators  should  not  be  directed  to  make 

Heathcotb.  ^eir  award  without  waiting  for  such  attendance.  In 
the  case  of  Hetley  v.  Hetley,  Excheq.  Mich.  Term  1789, 
cited  in  Kyd  oti  Awards  101,  where  a  reference  had 
been  made  of  certain  causes  of  action  relating  to  the 
adjustment  of  a  long  train  of  accounts,  every  item  of 
which  was  contested,  and  one  of  the  parties  neglected 
to  carry  in  his  vouchers  before  the  time  originally  limited 
to  the  arbitrator  for  making  his  award,  and  the  time  had 
been  repeatedly  enlarged,  in  order  to  give  him  an  oppor- 
tunity of  doing  so,  the  Court  made  a  rule  upon  such 
party  to  produce  his  vouchers  before  a  certain  day,  and 
.  further  to  enlarge  the  time  for  making  the  award  ;  and 
that  if  he  still  should  neglect  to  attend,  the  arbitrator 
should  proceed  upon  hearing  the  other  party  alone. 
And  the  order  of  reference  may  be  amended.  The 
-Court  of  Common  Pleas  amended  an  order  of  Nisi 
Prius  (made  a  rule  of  court),  by  inserting  certain  omitted 
matters  which  were  incident  to  the  substance  of  the 
agreement  between  the  parties :  Evans  v.  Senor.  (a) 

So,  where  an  order  of  Nisi  Prius  had  been  obtained 
upon  the  usual  terms  of  filing  no  bill  in  equity,  the 
Court  permitted  it  to  be  amended  by  striking  out  those 
words,  as  it  appeared  that  a  bill  in  equity  was  necessary 
in  order  to  attain  the  justice  of  the  case :  Grimstone  v. 
Bell,  {b)  In  the  present  case,  the  order  of  Mr.  Baron 
Vaughan  could  not  operate  beyond  an  amendment  of  the 
order  of  reference,  and  was  made  according  to  the  jus- 
tice of  the  case  between  the  parties. 

WildCi  contra^  was  stopped. 

{a)  s  Taunt.  66a.  (b)  4  Taunt.  254. 

TiNDAL 
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TiNDAL  C.  J.      The    point   is    exceedingly  simple.        18S0. 
This  was  a  reference  of  a  cause  at  Nisi  Prim :  that  is,      !      . 

^        ASHWORTH 

of  the  cause  as  it  then  stood,  without  any  particular  of  v. 

set-off,  after  a  notice  to  deliver  one,  which  is  the  same  as  Heathcotb. 
if  there  had  been  no  notice  of  set-off.  After  the  re- 
ference the  Judge  made  an  order,  that  a  particular  of 
set-off  might  be  delivered,  which  was  virtually  to  put 
the  Defendant  in  a  situation,  circumstanced  as  the  cause 
then  was,  in  which  he  had  no  right  to  stand.  The  Judge 
could  not  remedy  the  consequences  of  the  Defendant's 
n^lect ;  and  the  making  this  rule  absolute  will  occasion 
no  injustice,  for  the  party  will  stand  in  the  same  situation 
as  if  he  had  gone  to  a  jury.  No  set-off  being  suggested 
on  the  record,  the  verdict  must  have  gone  against  him. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  By  1  G.  4. 
c*55»  5.5.,  the  Judge  at  the  assizes  is  permitted  to 
make  such  orders  as  if  he  were  a  Judge  of  the  Court  in 
which  the  cause  is  depending,  but  he  has  no  jurisdiction 
when  the  cause  is  out  of  Court  In  Rawtree  v.  King  (a), 
the  Court  said  they  could  not  amend  an  order  of 
reference. 

Gaselee  J.     The  party  has  placed  himself  in  this 
situation  by  his  own  neglect 

BosANQUET  J.  concurring,  the  rule  was  made 

Absolute. 

(a)  s  B.  M,  167. 
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May  a4.  Chapman  H).  Prickett. 

» 

Devise  of  tes-  HPHIS  was  an  action  of  replevin  for  taking  and  detain- 

utor^s  freehold  >    j„     ^^  PlainUff's  goods  in  a  dwelling  house,  at 

stock  in  the  &t.  Man/s^  Idtngton. 

funds,  money  fhe  Defendant  pleaded  several  cognizances,  viz. 

Ssbarww"  ^^^'  ^*  bailiff*  of  John  Hodsoll^  under  a  distress  for 

^ro/tfr/jF which  126/.  for  three  years'  rent,  due  25th  March  1828,  under 

he  might  be  ^  demise,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  42/.  payable  quarterly. 

or  entitled  to,  2dly.  The  like  for  42/.,  one  years'  rent,  due  to  John 

to  trustees  HodsoU,   25th  March  1828. 

cutors  intrust       ^dly.  The  like  cognizance  as  bailiff  of  JbA»  Bwrton^ 

for  testator's  for  126/.  for  three  years'  rent,  due  25th  March   1828, 

^a       &  under  a  demise,   at  the  yearly  rent  of   42/.  payable 

Codicil de-  quarterly;  and 

vising  tes-  4thly.  The  like  avowry  for  42/.  for  one  year's  rent, 

hoW  to*hi7'  due  to  'S.  Burton,  25th  March  1828. 

wife  till  the  Pleas  in  bar, 

expiration  of  ^^^  ^j^^^  Plaintiff*  did  not  hold  or  enjoy  as  tenant  to 

certain  leases,  ^          ^                                                                              ,  -      i 

and  after  that  said  John  Hodsoll,  or  said  John  Burton,  as  stated  in  the 

to  be  sold,  and  geveral  cognizances,  and 

the  money  to  _, 

be  placed  in  2dly.    1  hat  no  rent  was  m  arrear. 

the  funds  for  Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause  before  Tindal  C.  J.  a  ver- 

the  benefit  ^j^^  ^^  ^^^^  f^^  ^j^^  Plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  4/.  4s. 

of  testators 

children,  as  with   liberty  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant  for 

directed  in  the  126/.  the  rent  distrained  for,  subject  to  the  opinion  of 

Held  that  ^^^  Court  on  the  following  case :  — 

the  trustees  The  premises  in  question,  a  dwelling-house  in  the 

too    no  in-  parish  of  St.  Mary,  Islington,  were  copyhold,   holden 

copyhold,  and  of  the  manor  of  Baruesbury, 

that  the  wifes  Thomas  Lambe  beiiiff  seised  thereof  accordinsr  to  the 

interest  ter-  11.                    1        ,   ? 

minatedonthe  custom  of  the  manor,  and  havmg  surrendered  the  same, 

explnation  of  (amongst 
the  leases. 
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(amongst  other  copyhold  premises  held  of  the  said  manor,)        1 830. 

to  the  uses  of  his  will,  and  beins:  ako  seised  of  several     \,    ^ 

.        .  Chapman 

freehold  estates,    by  his  will,  bearing  date  21st  June^  v. 

1804,  duly  executed  and  attested  to  pass  real  estates,     Pwckett. 
gave  and  devised,  among  other  things,  as  follows : 

"  I  give  and  devise  unto  John  Hodsollj  ofCary  Street^ 
Lincoln^s  Inn^  esquire,  and  Joseph  Boucock^  of  the  Qld 
Baifyf  stone  mason,  and  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the 
executors,  or  administrators  of  such,  all  those  my  free- 
hold messuages  in  Fttmivars  Inn  Coufi,  Holbomy  and 
also  all  my  stock  or  shares  in  any  of  the  public  funds, 
and  all  money  in  hand,  or  debts  due  to  me,  to  be  placed 
in  the  S  per  cent*  Consols  Bank  of  England}  and  all 
shares  or  property  whereof  I  may  be  possessed  or  entitled 
to»  upon  this  special  trust  and  confidence,  that  they  my 
said  trustees  shall  and  do  permit  and  suffer  my  wife,  Maria 
Daoe  Lambcy  to  receive  and  take  for  and  during  the  term 
of  her  natural  life,  all  rents  and  profits  of  the  said  mes- 
suages, and  all  other  freeholds  or  leaseholds  that  I  may 
be  possessed  of,  and  the  entire  dividends  and  proceeds 
of  the  said  stock  or  shares  in  the  Bank  of  England^  ex- 
cept the  presents  hereinafter  mentioned,  for  the  support 
and  maintenance  of  herself,  and  all  my  legitimate  issue, 
which  I  now  have,  or  may  hereafler  have  by  her,  except 
as  follows ;  that  is  to  say,  in  case  my  reputed  son,  known 
by  the  name  of  Thomas  Lambe^  shall  live  to  attain  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  I  will  and  direct  that  they  my 
said  trustees  shall  and  do  with  all  convenient  speed, 
transfer  and  assign  over  to  him  200/.  stock  of  the  S  per 
cent.  Consols  of  the  Bank  of  England^  part  of  my  stock 
or  share  therein,  and  to  have  no  other  claim  on  my 
property  whatsoever,  but  to  be  in  full  of  all  bequests 
from  me  to  him:  and  I  do  hereby  further  will  and 
direct  my  said  trustees  to  assign  and  transfer  unto  such 
and  every  of  my  lawful  children  the  like  sum  of  400/^ 

3  per 
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S  per  cent.  Cdnsols,  pktt  of  my  stock  or  share  therao, 
when  and  so  soon  as  they  shall  respectively  attain  khelr 
respective  ages  of  twenty-one  years :  and  from  and  after 
the  decease  of  my  said  wife,  and  all '  <ny  children '  ha^ 
attained  the  age  of  twehty-K>ne  y^rs,  I  will  and  direct 
that  my  said  tmstees,  or  the  surviv6rs  of  them,  or  the 
executors,  or  administrators  of  such  survivors,  do  and 
shall  inake  an  equal  division  amcmg  and  between  all  my 
said  children  and  their  heirs,  of  my  said  three  firedioid 
messuages  either  by  sale  or  otherwise^  as  may  be  deemed 
most  conducive  to  the  interest  of  my  said  childroi ;  and 
also  do  and  shall  in  like  manner  transfer  over  unto  Oiy 
'  said  children  all  the  remaining  part  of  my  stock  or  share 
in  the  S  per  cent  Consols,  Bank  of  Bngland^  and  dl 
stock  or  shares,  my  property,  estate,  and  effects,  and  to 
divide  the  same  in  equal  shares  and  proportions  among 
and  between  all  my  said  children  and  their  hdrs." 

And  the  said  testator  thereby  appointed  the  said 
John  HodsoU  and  Joseph  Boucock^  and  his  widow,  exe- 
cutory and  executrix  of  his  wilK 

The  testator  afterwards  made  the  following  codicil. 

*^  I,  Thovnas  Latnbe^  do  hereby  will  and  direct  that 
my  copyhold  estate,  in  Church  Street^  Islington^  be 
transferred  to  my  beloved  wife,  Maria  Dace  Lombe^ 
until  the  expiration  of  the  leases,  and  after  that  time^  as 
soon  as  convenient,  or  .within  one  year,  to  be  sold  by 
public  auction,  the  money  to  be  placed  in  the  3  per 
cent  Bank  of  England  stock,  for  the  bene6t  of  my 
children,  and  their  heirs,  as  directed  in  the  will.  If  it 
should  please  God  to  call  her  before  that  time  of  the  ex- 
piration of  the  leases,  the  copyhold  to  be  sold  by  public 
auction,  soon  as  convenient,  and  the  money  placed  as 
above  directed.  N.B.  If  there  should  not  be  money 
sufficient  in  my  possession  at  the  time  of  my  decease  to 
pay  the  fine  of  the  copyhold,   proving    the   will,  and 

funeral 
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fbperal  expenses,  my  executors  to  sell  out  of  the  S  per 
cent  Consols  600/.  or  a  small  sum  as  may  be  required. 

^  Witness  my  hand,  Thomas  Lamhe!^ 

The  testator  died,  without  having  altered  or  revoked 
his  will  or  codicil,  on  the  11th  of  May  1806,  seised  of 
the  copyhold  in  question. 

The  testator  left  his  wife,  the  said  Maria  Daoe  Lambe^ 
and  three  lawful  children  by  her,  surviving  himself,  viz. 
^osejh  hambe^  Maria  Dave  Lambe  the  younger,  and 
Harriett  Ijxmbe. 

The  will  and.  codicil  were  proved  by  the  widow  and 
the  said  John  HodsoU  and  Joseph  Boucock  in  the  ^XfitQr 
gativecQurt  of  Canterbury^  on  the  28d  oi  May  1806. 

On  the  11th  of  July  1806  the  said  John  HodsoU  and 
Joseph  Boucock  were  admitted  tenants  of  the  premises  in 
question  on  the  court  rolls  of  the  manor  as  devisees  in 
fee  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  pursuant  to  the.  will  and 
codicil  of  the  testator,  and  upon  the  trusts  therein  men- 
tioned. The  admission  stated  the  testator's  surrender 
to  the  use  of  his  will,  his  devise  to  HodsoU  and  Boucock 
of  ^^  all  his  property  whereof  he  might  be  possessed  or 
entitled,"  upon  certain  trusts  in  the  will  and  codicil 
particularly  mentioned,  and  described  the  copyhold  tene- 
ments, of  which  the  lord  of  the  manor  by  his  steward  did 
deliver  seisin  by  the  rod  according  to  the  custom  of  the 
manor,  to  hold  the  said  premises,  with  the  appurtenances, 
unto  the  said  HodsoU  and  Boucock^  and  their  heirs,  pur- 
suant to  the  said  will,  of  the  lord  of  the  manor,  by  the 
rod,  &c. 

The  said  Maria  Dove  LambCf  the  widow,  on  the  12th 
of  August  1807,  intermarried  with  John  Burton,  one  of 
the  persons  under  whom  the  Defendant  made  cogni- 
sance; and  she  died  on  the  2Sd  of  November  1823, 
without  having  bad  bsue  by  the  said  Jobn  Burton* 

The  three  legitimate  children  of  the  testator  all  died 

in 
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in  the  lifetime  of  their  mother  under  the  age  of  twenty- 
one  years,  unmarried  and  without  issue* 

Letters  of  administration  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
said  Mrs.  Burton^  and  of  the  testator's  said  three  infiwt 
children,  were  granted  by  the  prerogative  court  of  the 
Archbishop  of  Canterbury  to  the  said  John  Btaion  at  the 
times  following :  namely,  of  the  personal  estate  of  the 
said  Mrs.  Burlonj  on  the  3d  of  February  1824;  of  the 
said  Joseph  Lambe,  Maria  Dove  Lambe  the  younger, 
and  Harriett  Lambe^  on  the  9th  of  February  1824. 

The  said  Joseph  Boucock  died  on  the  5th  of  February 
1825,  leaving  the  said  John  HodsoU^  who  was  the  other 
person  under  whom  the  Defendant  made  cognizance^ 
him  surviving. 

The  lease  mentioned  in  the  will  of  the  premises  in 
question  expired  the  25th  of  December  1821. 

Plaintiff  was  let  into  possession  by  Mrs.  Burton  in 
October  1823,  to  hold  from  Michaelmas  preceding,  at 
the  yearly  rent  of  42/^  payable  quarterly;  and  re- 
mained in  possession  from  that  time  up  to  the  time  of 
the  distress. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was. 

Whether,  upon  the  facts  stated,  the  Defendant  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict  upon  any  or  either  of  the  cogni- 
zances before  mentioned. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  the  Defendant  was 
entitled  to  a  verdict  under  either  of  the  said  cognizances, 
then  a  verdict  was  to  be  entered  for  the  Defendant  for 
such  sum  as  the  Court  should  direct,  and  the  value  of 
the  goods  distrained  to  be  taken  as  of  the  value  equal  to 
the  rent  in  arrear.  , 

But  if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  De- 
fendant was  not  entitled  to  a  verdict  upon  either  of  the 
cognizances,  then  the  verdict  was  to  stand. 

This   case   was  argued   twice.     Wilde  and  Scriven 

Serjts. 
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Seijis.  for  the  Plaintiff.  Lames  and  Taddy  Serjts.  for 
the  Defendant. 

For  the  Plaintiff  it  was  argued,  that  none  of  the 
cognizances  could  be  sustained :  for  first,  the  copyhold 
did  not  pass  under  the  will  to  the  trustees ;  and  secondly, 
whatever  interest  in  them  passed  to  the  widow  of  the 
testator  under  the  codicil,  determined  on  the  expiration 
of  the  leases  in  1821,  or  at  all  events  on  her  death  ;  so 
that  her  executor  had  no  interest  during  any  portion  of 
the  time  covered  by  the  cognizances  under  him. 

The  copyholds  did  not  pass.  The  word  property^  the 
only  word  on  which  an  argument  can  be  raised,  has 
always  been  construed  to  mean  personal  property,  unless 
an  intention  appear  on  the  will  that  it  should  be  applied 
to  freehold.  From  Bose  v.  BartUtt  [a)  to  Thompson  v. 
Ija*aAey  {J:)\  this  has  been  the  uniform  decision  of  the 
courts :  and  any  generality  of  expression  in  a  will  may 
be  limited  by  particularity  of  intention,  made  apparent  in 
other  parts  of  the  will  or  codicil :  Timexoell  v.  Perkins  {c) 
JSowe  V.  Yeud  (rf),  Doe  v.  Hurrell  {e\  Newland  v.  Mar-- 
joribanks  (g).  Doe  v.  BxnU  {h\  Monk  v.  Mawddey  (i) 
WooUam  v.  Kenworthy.  {k)  Here,  so  far  from  any  inten- 
tion to  pass  real  property  of  any  kind  under  the  word 
property^  a  contrary  intention  plainly  appears :  for  the 
testator  having  first  disposed  of  his  freehold  property, 
then  proceeds  to  his  personalty ;  namely,  stock  in  the 
fiinds,  money  in  hand,  debts  due,  and  then,  all  shares 
or  property  of  which  he  might  be  possessed;  clearly 
meaning  property  of  the  same  nature  as  shares.  But 
the  codicil  makes  the  matter  stilt  plainer,  for  he  there 
dbposes  of  the  copyhold  as  something  which  he  had 


{a)  Cro,  Can  293. 
Ih)  %B,i5f  P.  303. 
(r)  %  Atk.  loa. 

(e)  sB.  iff  J,  18. 


(g)  s  Taunt,  a68. 
{b)  7  Taunt,  79. 
(i)  I  Sim.  a86. 
{i)  9  Fcj,  juii.  137. 
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omitted  to  pass  by  bb  will;  and  the  trusteei^  b^^V 
neither  named  in  nor  referred  to  by  the  codidl,  can  tan 
nothing  under  it* 

The  circumstance  of  their  having  been  admitted  makes 
no  difference  in  the  case^  because  admission  will  not 
confer  any  interest  on  a  party  who  possesses  none  inde- 
pendently  of  such  an  admission^  nor,  if  he  have  aiqr 
interest,  will  the  admission,  however  extensive  in  its 

terms,  confer  a  greater  interest  than  he  is  really  endded 

■  •  •  • 

to.  Co.  Ccjnfj^  s.  41.  Baddeley  v.  Leppingwdl  (a),  TkmA 
V.  Fors^.  (b) 

But  assuming  that  the  trustees  took  any  interest  under 
the  will,  or  codicil,  or  both  together,  they  took  it  only 
for  the  purposes  of  carrying  into  execution  the  trusts  of 
the  will  and  codicil;  they  would,  therefore,  take  no 
greater  interest  than  was  necessary  for  the  due  execu- 
tion of  the  trusts;  Doe  v.  Simpson {c)y  Doe  y.  Jmr- 
throp  (d),  Doe  v.  NichoUs  (^),  Doe  y.  Timins  (g)  tiamker 
V.  Havoker  {h) ;  and  a  fee  was  not  necessary  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  present  will :  a  mere  power  to  seD  would 
have  sufficed. 


For  the  Defendant  it  was  argued,  that  the  trusteei 
took  a  legal  fee  under  the  will  and  codicil  taken  tx)ge- 
ther,  in  order  to  enable  them  to  carry  into  execution 
the  trusts  expressed  therein.  Unless  they  took  a  fee 
when  they  entered  on  the  trust,  they  could  not  have 
been  in  a  situation  to  sell  and  divide  the  property  after 
the  death  of  the  widow ;  and  if  they  once  took  a  fee^ 
there  was  nothing  in  the  will  to  defeat  that  amount  of 
interest  at  a  subsequent  period.  It  could  scarcely  be 
disputed  that  they  took  an  interest  greater  than  for  life 
by  the  express  words  of  the  will,  and  if  so,   such  an 


(a)  sBurr.isss. 
(6)  y  East,  jZ6. 
(c)  5  Eajtf  x6i. 
IJ)  s  Taunt.  38a. 


{e)  iB.^C  336. 
(g)  iB.&jt.  530. 
(h)  3B.^J.SS7. 
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interest  could  only  be  abridged  or  defeated  by  something 
incompatible  with  it  appearing  on  the  will. 

In  Doe  V.  NichoUs  {a\  where  a  testator  devised  to 
Irastees,  in  trust  for  his  only  son^  all  his  freehold  and 
copyhold  lands,  to  be  transferred  to  him  as  soon  as  he 
dbonld  attain  to  twenty-one  years  of  age ;  and,  in  case 
he  should  die  before  he  attained  to  the  age  of  twenty- 
<Hie  y^ars,  then  to  A,  J3.,  his  heirs  and  assigns :  It  was 
held,  that  the  trustees  took  in  the  copyhold  lands  an 
estate  for  years  determinable  on  the  son's  attaining  the 
age  of  twenty-one  years,  or  by  his  death  before  that 
period. 

But  if  any  thing  remains  to  be  dime  by  the  trustees^ 
though  a  mere  matter  of  form,  as,  to  support  contingent 
remainders;  Biscoe  v.  Perkins  {b);  their  estate  continues. 

Then,  the  word  property  in  the  will  was  sufficient  to 
pass  copyhold,  if  such  appeared  to  be  the  testator's  in- 
tention; NichoUs  V.  Butcher  {c\  Noel  v.  Hoy  (d);  and 
amming  such  intention  to  be  apparent;  the  operation  of 
the  word  is  not  limited  by  its  being  accompanied  with 
words  desiguative  only  of  personal  property,  as  shareStScc* 

In  Doe  V.  Langlands  {e)y  a  testator  possessed  of  real 
and  personal  property,  after  several  pecuniary  legacies^ 
^  gave  and  bequeathed  all  and  every  the  residue  of  his 
property^  goods  and  chattels,  to  be  divided  equally  be- 
tween A.  and  JB.,  share  and  share  alike,  after  all  his 
debts  paid ;"  the  personalty  was  not  quite  sufficient  to 
pay  all  the  debts  and  legacies,  but  it  was  held,  that  the 
word  property^  though  tlius  followed  by  goods  and  chat-' 
idSf  was  sufficient  of  itself  to  carry  the  realty. 

And  in  Doe  d.  Andrew  v.  Lainchhury  {g\  it  was  held, 
that  a  devise  of  all  the  residue  of  the  testator's  ^*  money, 
stock,  property^  and  effects^  of  what  kind  or  nature 
soever,"  to  A.  and  £.,  *^  to  be  divided  equally  between 


(a)  iB. arc. 336. 

(b)  iFej.^B.A^S' 
(e)  i8F>j.  jun.X93. 
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28801  itk&m,  diare  end  share  alike,**  would  pass  ntal  m  wieli-«t 
personal  estate^  where  from  oHiier  parts  of  the  will  il  i^' 
peared  diat  die  testator  had  applied  the  words  proptri^ 
imd  g^Sels  to  real  estate.  As  where  he  b(f[aDJiis  will  hgp 
stating,  *'  as  to  my  money  and  ^ecU^  I  dispose  Aeraof  tm 
Mlows,"&c.,  and  then  proceeded  to  dispose  of  puts  «f 
his  rm/ estate. 

Now,  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  testator 
meant  to  die  intestate  as  to  his  copyhold  property, 
having  expresdy  mentioned  it  in  his  codicil.  Bnit,  by  his 
codicil,  he  does  not  devise  the  copyhold  to  his  widow 
immediately ;  he  directs  **  that  it  be  transferred  to  Iwr  :r 
And  uidess  it  passed  to  the  trustees  mider  the  woid  jpn^- 
perhf  in  the  will,  who  was  to  transfer  it?  This 
was  one  of  the  trusts  for  which  the  trustees  were 
There  is  no  ground  for  the  argumrat  that  a  mere  power 
would  have  sufficed,  since  the  devise  to  the  truaCaes  is 
dhrect,  and  conveys  an  interest  It  is  a  devise  to'  tbem 
in  trust  to  sell,  &c,  and  not  a  mere  direction  that  Ae 
proper^  shall  be  sold.  Co.  Ut.  t.  169.  SngiL  e» 
Pofxert,  174.,  and  the  authorities  there  cited. 

Assuming,  then,  that  the  widow  had  a  trust  estate  ia 
the  o^hold,  her  connection  with  the  trustees  is  sdlk 
ctent  to  raise  a  privity  between  them  and  the  tenant.  In 
On?^v.  jB0fi^(a),  an  entry  by  a  cestuique  trust  was  held 
sufficient  to  prevent  the  statute  of  limitations  &am  nuH 
ning  against  the  trustee.  The  death  of  the  widow  did 
liot  determine  her  interest ;  it  only  enabled  the  tTniitoni 
to  sell  according  to  the  trusts  of  the  will :  and  till  tbqf 
have  effected  a  sale,  the  widow's  interest  continues  in  hs^ 
executor. 

Cttr.  athk  miti 

TiNDAL  C.  J.    'niis  is  an  action  of  replevmy  in  which 
the  Defendant  first  makes  cognizance  as  bailiff  of  Join 

{a)  I  Ld»  Rajm.  7x6. 

Hedfoa 
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HbJsoU  for  rent  dae  the  25th  of  March  1828;  and 
aeoondly,  9a  bailiff  of  John  Burton  for  the  same  rent ;  and 
the  question  raised  by  diis  special  case  becomes  this,  — « 
whether  tbetrusteestook  such  estate  in  the  copyhold  and^ 
the  will  or  codicil  as  to  support  the  cognizance  in  the 
name  of  the  surviving  trustee,  or  whether  the  wife  took 
such  iuEterest  therein  under  the  codicil  as  to  support  the 
Cflgniganoes  in  the  name  of  her  personal  representative. 

And  looking  at  the  will  and  codicil,  which  are  framed 
very  inartificially,  with  the  view  of  discovering  the  in* 
lention  of  the  testator,  we  think  he  did  not  mtend  to 
fBSB  by  his  will  any  inter&st  in  the  copyhold  premises  in 
l|iiestioa  to  the  trustees  named  therein. 

The  testator  appears  to  have  known  the  distinctioa 
fatlween  firediold,  copyhold,  and  leasehold  property ;  for 
his  will  be^ns  with  the  express  devise  to  his  trustees  of 
three  fteehcdd  messuages,  and  then  gives  direction  as  to 
the  rents  and  profits  of  the  same  messuages,  and  all  other 
JrwAoUsor  leaseholds  that  he  might  be  possessed  o^  and 
lastly  directs  the  division  of  his  said  three  JreehoU 
messuages,  either  by  sale  or  otherwise,  amongst  his 
Looking,  therefore,  at  the  will  alone,  we  see 

words  which  would  comprehend  the  copyhold  within 
die  devise  to  the  trustees,  for  the  word  property  in  the 
wAl  cannot  be  held  to  refer  to  real  property  without 
doing  violence  to  the  context  of  the  clause  in  which  that 
word  occurs ;  and  when  it  appears  that  the  testator,  after 
■laUng  his  will,  though  how  long  after  is  left  uncertain^ 
toakes  a  codicil  specifically  disposing  of  his  copyhold,  it 
affords  a  strong  ground  of  inference  that  the  testator 
dMMigbt  his  copyhold  property  was  not  included  in  his 
will;  and  it  still  further  supports,  this  construction,  that 
the  general  effect  of  the  disposition  of  the  copyhold  by 
the  codicil  is  the  same  as  that  of  the  freehold  which  had 
already  passed  by  the  will,  viz.  that  the  wife  of  the 
should  receive  the  rents  and  profits  during  her 

T  t  2  life, 
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life,  and  after  her  death  a  sale  should  take  place  and  a 
division  be  made  amongst  the  children.  So  that  the 
disposition  of  the  copyhold  made  by  the  codicil  would 
appear  to  have  been  unnecessary,  except  upon  the  sup- 
position that  the  testator  thought  he  had  not  disposed  of 
it  by  the  will. 

\ff  then,  the  copyhold  did  not  pass  by  the  will,  as  we 
think  it  did  not,  so  neither  did  it  pass  to  the  trustees  by 
the  codicil ;  for  they  are  not  named  in  the  codicil  either 
expressly  or  by  any  necessary  implication :  so  that,  upon 
the  whole,  there  appears  no  estate  in  the  trustees  out  of 
which  the  relation  between  landlord  and  tenant  could  be 
created,  and  the  cognizances  in  the  name  of  the  surviving 
trustee  do  therefore  altogether  fail. 

'  The  second  cognizance  depends  on  the  nature  of  the 
interest  which  the  wife  took  under  the  codicil :  and  it 
appears  to  us  that  it  was  the  manifest  intention  of  the 
testator,  that  her  interest  in  the  respective  parts  of  the 
copyhold  should  be  co-extensive  with  the  leases  whidi. 
were  then  in  existence  of  those  respective  parts,  unlets 
in  the  event  of  her  deatli  before  the  determination  of  the 
respective  leases,  in  which  case  her  interest  was  to  de« 
termine  with  her  life.  And  as  the  case  finds  that  die 
lease  which  includes  the  premises  for  the  rent  of  which 
this  distress  was  taken,  expired  on.  the  25th  of  December 
1821,  it  follows  that  the  whole  of  the  rent  distrained  fiir 
accrued  since  the  time  when  the  wife's  interest  under 
the  codicil  had  expired,  and  consequently  that  there 
could  be  no  holding  by  the  tenant  under  her  personal 
representative. 

We  therefore  think,  upon  the  second  cognizance  also^ 
the  verdict  must  be  entered  up  for  the  Plaintiff*;  that  he 
did  not  hold  under  Burton^  as  the  Defendant  has  alleged; 
and  that,  upon  the  whole,  the  verdict  is  to  stand  as  entered 
for  the  Plaintiff. 

Judgment  for  the  Plaintiff 
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Doe  dem.  Pearson  v.  Roe.  Maj  %4. 

ClTX)RKS  Seijt.  had  obtained  a  rule  fiisi  for  a  mort-  A  mortgagee 
ftSLsee  to  be  permitted  to  defend  in  this  cause  as  "  °^  penmt- 

landlord.  ii  G.%.c.i9^ 

The  affidavit  of  tlie  mortgagee,  on  which  the  motion  ^  come  in 
was  made,  did  not  state  that  the  mortgagee  had  any  in-  .     ^^ .    ** 
terest  in  the  question  between  the  contending  parties ;  ejectment,  un- 

on  the  contrary,  it  was  rather  to  be  collected  that  the  !"*  ^,^  "*r 

n  1  1  ^  ,      teretted  in  tne 

mortgagee  was  put  torward  to  serve  the  purposes  of  the  result  of  the 

tenant ;  upon  which,  tuit. 

Wilde  Serjt,  who  shewed  cause,  contended  that  the 
Court  ought  not  to  permit  the  mortgagee  to  defend  as 
landlord,  unless  he  had  an  interest  in  the  question  be-  , 
tween  the  parties. 

Storks*  He  may  be  presumed  to  have  an  interest  in 
any  question  touching  the  land  conveyed  to  him,  and  is 
always  admitted  to  defend,  unless  a  case  of  collusion  be 
clearly  made  out.     Doe  d.  Tilyard  v.  Cooper  {a). 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  is  a  motion  under  the  1 1 G.  2.  c.  1 9*5 
by  which  the  Court  is  enabled  to  allow  the  landlord  to 
make  himself  a  Defendant  in  an  ejectment  for  property 
demised  by  him,  upon  certain  terms  prescribed  by  the 
statute ;  and,  under  that  statute,  a  mortgagee  has  some-* 
times  been  considered  as  a  landlord.  But  the  question 
to  be  considered  in  all  cases  is,  whether  he  be  himself 
interested  in  the  result  of  the  suit,  or  whether  he  be 

(a)  8  r.  R.  645. 

T  t  3  merely  # 
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Roe. 


merely  set  in  motion  for  the  purposes  of  some  other  per- 
son ;  and,  upon  the  affidavits  before  us,  we  think  that 
the  latter  is  the  case  in  this  instance.  The  mortgagee 
does  not  swear  that  he  is  himself  interested  in  the  resalt» 
and  it  is  probably  immaterial  to  him  under  whom  the 
tenant  immediately  holds.  We  think,  therefore^  he 
does  not  bring  himself  within  the  terms  <^  the  acl, 
by  shewing  that  this  is  his  own  motion^  and  the  role 

must  be 

Discharged. 


Maj%4* 


Blogo  V.  Kent. 


nrHE  Plaintiff  declared  on  an  agreement  to  take  htm 
into  a  certain  employment  at  the  end  of  a  twdfe> 
month. 

The  Defendant  pleaded,  first,  the  general,  issne ; 
secondly,  that  there  was  no  memorandum  of  the  agree- 
ment in  writing  signed  by  the  party  to  be  charged,  or  his 
agent,  as  required  by  the  statute  of  frauds. 

The  Plaintiff  replied,  that  there  was  such  a  writing; 
on  which  the  Defendant  joined  issue,  and  obtained  a 

wnung  ot  tne   :uj«^»g  order  for  an  inspection  of  the  writinir. 
agreementy  at    •'     ®  '^    "  ° 

required  by 

die  lutute  of        Taddtf  Serjt  moved  to  discharge  this  order,  on  am 

Sff  ^uJd  *^'  •^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^^  writing  referred  to  in  the  repUcatua 
that  there  was  consisted  only  of  letters  irom  the  Defendant's  agent. 
•uch  a  writing :      He  submitted,  that  such  letters  did  not  constitute  the 
was  bound  to    agreement,  but  were  merely  evidentiary  of  it;  and  that 

therefore  the  Defendant  was  not  entitled  to  an  inqpeo- 

tion. 


Flaiotiff  de- 
clared on  an 
sgraeiDetit  to 
employ  him 
at  the  end  of 
a  year. 

Defendant 
pleaded  the 
general  issue» 
and  that  there 
was  no  memo' 
randum  in 


permit  an  m- 

spection  of  it 

by  Defendant, 

although  it  connsted  only  of  a  letter  from  Defendant's  agent 


Wilde 
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Wilde  SexjU,  who  shewed  cause,  urged,  that  upon  ^ese 
pleadings  the  Plaintiff'  could  not  succeed,  unless  be 
shewed  an  agreement  in  writing ;  and  as  he  admitted  by 
his  replication  he  held  such  a  writii^  he  must,  upon  the 
principle  of  all  the  cases  on  the  subject,  be  considered 
■  trustee  for  both  purties,  and  bound  to  produce  the 
writing. 

Taddtf.  The  present  case  goes  beyond  all  that  have 
[Nvccded  it,  in  calling  for  documents  which  are  only 
evidence  of  a  contract,  and  not  the  contract  itself.  If 
the  Defendant  had  pleaded  the  general  issue  only,  he 
would  not  have  discovered  the  existence  of  the  writing ; 
and  he  ooght  not  to  be  ^oced  in  a  better  utostion  by 
putting  on  the  record  a  pliea  anneceasary  to  his  deftnce, 
since  the  matter  advanced  in  it  might  have  been  takeit 
advantage  of  under  the  general  issue. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  Upon. the  whole  of  these  pleadings  it 
appears  that  there  is  a  memorandum  in  writing  of  the 
agreement,  on  which  the  PlaintiSf  proceeds.  I  think  no 
objection  arises  from  the  circumstance  of  there  being 
two  pleas ;  for  the  purposes  of  this  application  it  must 
be  taken  as  if  there  were  but  one,  atid  then  the  repli- 
cation virtually  inserts  in  the  declaration  an  averment  of 
on  agreement  in  writing.  It  appears  that  one  party- 
only  has  a  copy ;  and  it  comes  round  to  the  ordinary 
ease,  that  where  there  is  only  one  copy  of  the  contract 
in  dispute  between  the  parties,  the  party  who  holds  it 
!s  B  tmstee  for  the  production  of  it  to  the  other  party. 
Tbe  writing,  therefore,  must  be  produced  to  the  l>efend> 
mitt  "ixl  the  mie  for  setting  aside  the  judge's  order  be 
*  '  Discharged. 
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Apleiofpri-    TN  this  action  the  Defendant,  after  imparling  with  a 
yilege»  ifter  a         saving  of  all  exceptions  to  the  writ,  pleaded  his  pri- 

parlance!  it  ill    vilege  as  an  attorney  of  the  Court  of  King's  Bench, 
on  demurrer; 

tiff  cannot    '       ^^^  Plaintiff  treated  the  plea  as  a  nullity,  and  signed 

treat  it  at  a      judgment;  whereupon  Cross  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  nid 

BuUity,  and       j^  g^^  aside  the  judgment  as  irregular, 
•igsjodgment.  "^     °  ° 

Wilde  Seijt.  The  plea  is  a  nullity^  and  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  judgment.  It  is  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court;  Chatland  v.  Thomley{a)i  and  a  plea  to  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  cannot  be  pleaded  after  a 
special  imparlance,  with  a  saving  of  all  exceptions  to  the 
wnV,  billy  or  count:  if  it  be  propdsed  to  plead  such 
a  plea  after  imparlance,  the  Plaintiff  must  obtain,  by 
application  to  the  Court  within  the  first  four  days  of 
term,  a  general  special  imparlance,  with  a  saving  of 
all  advantages  and  exceptions  whatsoever  (6).  Without 
such  a  condition,  it  would  be  inconsistent  for  the  De^ 
fendant  to  disclaim  the  jurisdiction  of  a  Court  of  which 
he  had  claimed  an  indulgence. 

Cross.  This  is  not  a  plea  to  the  jurisdiction^  but  a 
pka  of  privilege;  and  Bac.  Abr.  Pleas  (E.)  and  Qilb* 
Hist.  C.P.  185.,  are  authorities  to  shew  that  it  may  be 
pleaded  after  a  special  imparlance.  Even  if  it  weie 
otherwise,  the  question  is  at  least  a  question  of  nioe^; 
and  difficult,  which  was  debated  on  demurrer  in  Went'^ 
nxxjirth  V.  Squibb  (c) ;  and  the  Plaintiff  should  have  de* 


%  Wm,  Sound.  %.  n.  (i).     Bac.  Abr.  Abatethent  (C). 
(V)  I  Lutw.  43*  (40. 

murred 
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taiurred  or  have  applied  to  the  Court,  instead  of  snapping        1 830. 
a  judgment  and  treating  as  a  nullity  a  plea  the  validity 
of  which  was  at  least  a  matter  for  discussion. 

TindAl  C.J.  We  think  that  this  plea  would  not 
have  been  sustainable,  if  demurred  to:  at  the  same  time, 
as  the  question  involved  a  point  of  nicety,  the  par^  was 
not  entitled  to  treat  the  plea  as  a  nullity.  The  judgment, 
therefore,  must  be  set  aside,  on  condition  of  the  De-* 
fendant's  pleading  to  the  merits  of  the  action. 

Rule  absolute. 


Carter,  Assignee  of  Peer,  a  Bankrupt,  v.        ^^  ^^^ 

Breton. 

TTROVER  by  the  plaintiff,  as  assignee  of  Peer^  for  four  After  a  secret 
horses.  act  of  bank- 

At  the  trial  before   Tindal  C.  J.  Middlesex  sittings  D^^J^iant  w^ 

after  Hilary  term,  it  appeared  that  after  Peer  (a  coach  cepted  a  bill 

proprietor)  had  committed  the  act  of  bankruptcy  on  which  ^    j.  *?^ 

the  commission  issued,  and  which  act  was  unknown  98/.  at  three 

to  the  Defendant,  the  Defendant  accepted  a  bill  of  ex-  month^  which 

change  for  98/.  at  three  months  for  Peer^s  accommoda-  creditor  stand-* 

tion ;  this  bill  was  immediately  transferred  by  Peer  to  ing  by ; 

Bamfordf  one  of  his  creditors,  who  carried  it  away.  come*  of  the 

After  this  transaction,  but  in  the  course  of  the  same  same  day,  P. 

day.  Peer  and  the  Defendant  had  a  conversation  as  to  !?^.^®  ^ 

•^4  Defendant 

security  to  be  given  to  the  Defendant  in  consideration  of  fo^j.  horses  as 

his  acceptance;  and  it  was  agreed  between  them  that  Peer  •ecurity  for 

70/.  of  the 
^$L  The  horses  were  subsequently  delivered  to  the  Defendant,  who  paid  the  98/.  bill 
when  it  became  due : 

Hdd,  that  the  transaction  was  not  protected  by  the  eighty-second  section  of 
6  G.  4«  c,  16. 

should 
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jasa  should  sell  to  the  Defendant,  for  70^^  the  fi>ar  horscf 
which  were  the  subject  of  the  present  action.  In  order 
to  accommodate  PeeVy  he  was  permitted  fiar  a  short  tini^ 
to  continue  to  employ  them  with  his  coach;  but  they 
.were  subsequently  delivered  to  the  Defendant,  who  paid 
the  982.  bill  when  it  became  due.  The  commission 
was  issued  ag^st  Peer  within  two  calendar  montha  of 
the  Defendant's  accepting  the  bill  of  exchange.  Tlio 
jury  found  that  there  was  a  bon&^fide  sale  of  the  hoiseii 
and  gave  their  verdict  for  the  Defendant. 

Spankie  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial  on 
various  grounds,  but  tlie  decbion  of  the  Court  taming 
exclusively  on  the  question,  whether  or  not  the  above 
transaction  amounted  to  a  sale  under  the  eighty-second 
section  of  6  G.  4.  c.  16.,  this  report  of  the  previous  ^Q»- 
cussion  is  also  limited  to  that  point. 

Wilde  Serjtf  who  shewed  cause,  relied  on  the  finding 
of  the  jury :  he  maintained  also  that  the  whole  dealiqg 
between  the  Defendant  and  Peer  was  one  transaction ; 
that  the  Defendant  had  in  effect  purchased  the  horses, 
by  paying,  at  Peer^s  request,  a  creditor  o(P^er^s ;  that  it 
was  immaterial  whether  the  horses  were  paid  for  by 
tnoney  or  bills,  and  equally  so  whether  the  money  or 
bills  were  put  into  Peer^s  hands,  or  at  his  request  into 
the  hands  of  his  creditor  standing  by.  The  manifest 
object  of  the  statute  was  to  protect  hon&fide  transfers, 
and  there  was  nothing  to  impeach  the  bona  fides  of  this. 

In  HiU  V.  Famell  (a),  where  A.  purchased  of  B^  a 
hop  merchant,  a  library,  and  paid  him  the  value^  and 
B.t  at  that  time,  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  of 
which  A.  had  no  knowledge;  it  was  held,  that  the 
assignees  could  not  recover  the  value  of  the  books^  wilb* 
out  at  least  tendering  the  price,  inasmuch  as  the  payment 

(a)  ^B,  VC.  45- 

made 
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inade  hyA*  was  declared  valid  by  the  6  G.  4.  c.  16w  s,  82;; 
and  in  order  to  give  full  effect  to  that  enactment.  A* 
must  at  least  have  a  lien  on  the  hooks,  in  respect  of 
which  he  had  made  tlie  payment,  until  the  assignees 
tendered  him  tlie  sum  paid«  Cash  v.  Young  {a)  is  a 
decision  to  the  same  effect  on  the  statute  1  Jac^l.  c.  15. 
<•  14.,  which  protected  payments  made  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  trade. 

Spankie.  The  &viaji&5  of  the  transfer  will  not  eptitk 
the  Defendant  to  retain  these  horses,  or  protect  the  tran- 
sacdon,  unless  it  can  be  said  to  amount  to  a  payment  to 
a  creditor  of  the  bankrupt  on  the  day  of  the  transfer, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  eighty-second  section  of  6  G.  4. 
€•  16.,  which  enacts,  ''that  all  payments  really  and  bonajlde 
made  by  any  bankrupt,  or  by  any  person  in  his  behalf, 
before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  commission  against  sudi 
bankrupt,  to  any  creditor  of  such  bankrupt,  (such  payment 
jiot  being  a  fraudulent  preference  of  such  creditor,}  shall 
be  deemed  valid,  notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy by  such  bankrupt  committed."  Here,  were  two 
separate  transactions :  the  acceptance  of  the  bill  for  the 
accommodation  of  the  bankrupt;  and  subsequently  the 
transfer  of  the  horses  by  the  bankrupt  to  the  acceptor,  by 
way  of  security  for  the  payment  of  the  bill,  for  which  be 
liad  made  himself  responsible.  At  the  time  of  the  accept- 
ance, and  transfer  of  the  bill  to  Bamford^  the  transfer  of 
the  horses  to  the  Defendant  had  never  been  thought  of. 
It  is  impossible,  therefore,  to  say  that  the  bill  was  given 
to  the  creditor  as  payment  for  the  horses.  It  was  given 
as  an  accommodation  to  the  bankrupt ;  and  the  horses 
were  afterwards  made  over  to  the  acceptor  in  return  for 
Aat  accommodation.  It  would  be  a  violent  application 
of  the  umpov  frponpov^  to  call  this  a  sale*     In  Hill  v. 

{a)   2B.e5fC4X3« 

Famettf 
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ISSO. 


Carter 

V. 

Bretow* 


Famelly  the  transaction  was  at  least  unoJUUuj  tbou^ 
even  there  it  was  doubted  whether  the  assignees  bad  not 
the  right  to  rescind  it ;  and  in  Cash  v.  Young  there  was 
a  payment  to  a  creditor.  But  in  Bishop  v.  Crawskay  (a), 
where  A.j  a  merchant  in  London^  ordered  goods  to  be 
made  by  B,j  a  manufacturer  in  the  country;  the  goods 
were  made  to  order,  but,  before  they  were  forwarded  to 
to  A.^  B.  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  and  after^ 
wards  shipped  the  goods,  having  previously,  but  after 
the  act  of  bankruptcy,  drawn  upon  A.  a  bill  of  exchange 
for  a  larger  sum  than  the  price  of  the  goods  ordered, 
which  bill  A.  accepted,  not  then  knowing  that  B.  had 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy:  the  goods  having 
afterwards  come  to  the  possession  of  A.,  it  was  held, 
that  the  assignees  were  entitled  to  recover  them,  because 
the  property  in  them  remained  in  the  bankrupt,  both  at 
the  time  when  the  act  of  bankruptcy  was  committed,  and 
when  the  bill  was  accepted  by  A.^  and  therefore  this  was 
not  a  payment  protected  by  the  1  Jac,  1.  c.  15.  5. 14.,  be- 
cause A.  was  not  a  debtor  of  B.  at  the  time  when  the 
acceptance  was  given. 

Cur.  adv*  vuU. 


TiNDAL,  C.  J.  One  question  in  this  case,  and  the 
only  one  upon  which  it  is  necessary  to  give  a  decision,  is, 
whether  the  transaction  between  the  bankrupt  and  the 
Defendant,  under  which  the  delivery  of  the  horses  was 
made,  falls  within  and  is  protected  by  the  eighty-second 
section  of  the  statute  6  G.  4.  c.  16. 

The  Defendant,  at  the  request  of  the  bankrupt,  after  the 
committing  of  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy,  accepts  a  bill 
of  exchange  for  98/.  for  the  bankrupt's  accommodatioii, 
which  bill  is  paid  to  Bamfordy  a  creditor  of  the  baok^*^ 
rupt,  who  carries  the  same  away. 


[a)  sB.t^a4t^ 


Jb 
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.  In  the  course  of  the  same  evening,  but  after  that 
transaction  is  completed,  the  bankrupt  and  the  Defend- 
ant have  further  conversation  as  to  the  security  to  be 
given  to  the  Defendant,  and  it  is  agreed  between  them 
that  the  bankrupt  shall  sell  to  the  Defendant  four  of  his 
horses,  being  the  same  horses  for  which  this  action  of 
trover  is  brought,  for  70/.,  b^ing  part  of  the  amount  of 
the  acceptance.  The  horses  are  at  a  subsequent  time 
put  into  the  possession  of  the  Defendant,  and  the  bill  for 
98/.  is  paid' by  the  Defendant  when  it  arrives  at  maturity. 

These  are  the  facts  of  the  case.  It  is  contended  by  the 
Defendant,  that  the  transaction  is  protected  by  the  eighty- 
second  section  of  the  statute,  on  the  authority  of  the  two 
cases  to  which  he  has  referred.  It  is  to  be  observed^ 
that  in  each  of  these  cases,  the  transaction  was  that  of 
a  direct  distinct  sale  and  payment  of  the  price ;  and  the 
Court  of  King's  Bench  held  the  earlier  case  to  be  within 
the  protection  of  the  1  Jac.  1.  c.  15.,  and  the  latter 
within  the  eighty-second  section  of  the  recent  act,  not 
upon  the  ground  that  the  property  passed  by  the  sale, 
but  that  the  payment  could  not  .be  deemed  a  valid  pay- 
ment for  any  beneficial  purpose  to  the  party  paying, 
unless  he  was  allowed  to  retain  the  goods  so  long  as  he 
was  kept  out  of  the  money.  In  fact,  no  one  of  the  bank- 
rupt acts  protects  a  sale  by  the  bankrupt,  as  a  sale,  but 
merely  the  payment  of  the  price. 

But  this  case  appears  to  us  not  to  be  so  much  a  sale  of 
goods  with  payment  of  the  price,  as  a  sale  of  goods 
with  an  agreement  to  set  off  the  price  against  a  liability 
on  the  part  of  the  bankrupt. 

It  would  be  dangerous  to  extend  the  application  of  the 
decided  cases  so  as  to  give  effect  to  a  set-off  in  conse- 
quence of  a  subsequent  sale. 

This  was  an  acceptance  lent  by  the  Defendant  for 
a  larger  sum,  without  any  reference  to  the  sale  of  the 
horses,  which  was  not  then  thought  of;  and  whether  at 

a  short 
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ISdO.  a  dboit  interval  befece,  er  at  •  long  one,  can  make  no 
^fierence  in  the  principle  of  the  deciiion.  Treating 
thereforey  the  acceptance  by  the  Defendant,  wliich  vaa 
afbenvvfdf  honoured,  as  an  actaal  advance  of  nKmcy, 
vrhich  is  the  most  favourable  way  of  oonaniering  it  far 
the  Defendant,  the  trantoction  amounts  to  no  more  than 
a  set-off  of  the  price  of  the  horses  iigainst  a  by-gono 
debt;  whidi  set-off  is  agreed  upon  after  a  secret  act  of 
bankruptcy :  and  we  do  not  think  this  can,  in  any  point 
of  view,  be  considered  a  paym^it  within  the  eighty? 
second  section  of  the  act 

•  The  case  seems  to  us  to  come  nearer  that  of  Bishof 
v.  Crawshayf  cited  by  the  Plaintifi,  than  that  of  HiU  v. 
FamdL 

The  consequence  is,  that  a  new  trial  must  be  had. 

Rule  absoluteb 


REGULA  GENERALIS. 

It  is  ordered  by  the  Court,  that,  in  future^  in 
and  Trinity  terms,  no  motion  for  a  new  trial  shall  be 
heard,  unless  such  motion  be  actually  made  within  the 
first  four  days  of  each  of  the  said  terms. 

N.  C.  TlNDAU 

J.  A.  Park. 

S.  GaS£LE£. 

J.  B.  BOSAVCIHBI!. 


END   op  EASTER  TERH. 
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LaFITTE  v.  SlaTTER.  June  1%. 

A  CTION   by    indorsee  on   a   bill   of  exchange   for  The  drawer 
315/.  16s.  lOrf.,  drawn  by  Befendant  Februaiy  18.  ^^*^]'billi« 
1829,   at   four   months   after    date,   and   accepted    by  entitled  to  no* 

Henty    Tebbs^  payable   at   Messrs.    BarneUs  and   Co.  tkeofdisho- 

nour,  although 
Lombard  Street.  he  knows  the 

About  a  fortnight  after  the  bill  became  due,  the  De-  bill  will  not  be 

fendant  received  a  letter  from  the  Plaintiffs  attorney  ^    /    V. 

•^   acceptor,  pro- 
demanding  payment,    but   no   express   notice   of    dis-  vided  he  hat 

honour  was   ever  ffiven,    and   the   Plaintiff  sought  to  '■**'®p  ^^.?^^ 

,       ,  ...        1  .  1      T^  r      1         1     J   P«ctitwillbc 

supply  the  omission  by  shewmg  that  the  Defendant  had  p^id  by  any 
no  effects  in  the  hands  of  Tebbs,  and  knew  the  bill  would  other  person, 
not  be  paid  by  him :  as  to  which,  the  evidence  was,  a  ^^^ ,    ^^^^ 
conversation    between   the   Defendant    and    Tebbs    in  against  such 
Mat/  1829,  when  Tebbs  said  that  he  had  received  no  P«^"* 
Vol.  VI.  U  u  value 
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value  for  Uie  bill ;  that  he  had  not  the  means  of  taking 
it  up ;  and  that  he  was  a  ruined  man,  in  consequence  of 
Uie  conduct  of  one  Bose,  who  had  got  him  to  acc^t  the 
bill.  The  Defendant  expressed  surprise^  saying  Rose 
had  told  him  that  Tebbs  was  indebted  to  him,  Rose. 
Tebbs  denied  the  existence  of  any  such  debt:  but  it  was 
explained  to  him  that  the  Defendant  was  not  the  person 
to  pay  the  bill,  he  having  reason  to  expect  that  Rose 
would  provide  funds  for  the  payment,  and  that  at  all 
events,  if  Rose  did  not  pay,  the  Defendant  would  have  a 
remedy  over  against  Rose. 

Tebbs  and  the  Defendant  had  never  had  any  trans- 
actions together,  but  it  came  out  that  Rose  owed  the 
Defendant  1000/. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintiff,  at  the 
trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  London  sittings  after  Michad' 
mas  term  last,  with  leave  for  the  Defendant  to  move  to 
set  it  aside  and  enter  a  nonsuit. 


Wilde  Seijt  moved  accordingly.  The  drawer  of  a 
bill  is  primd  facie  entitled  to  notice  of  dishonour ;  the 
party  who  sues  must  establish  the  ground  of  di^pensadoo, 
if  any  exist,  and  there  is  seldom  such  a  coincidence  of 
circumstances  as  to  admit  of  such  dispensation.  It  mosX 
be  shewn,  that  neither  when  the  bill  was  drawn,  nor 
when  it  became  due,  had  the  acceptor  any  assets  ia 
respect  of  which  there  was  a  reasonable  expectation  the 
bill  would  be  paid;  it  should  also  be  shewn,  that 
neither  among  the  parties  to  the  bill,  nor  elsewhere^ 
were  there  any  one  against  whom  the  drawer  had  any 
expectation  of  reimbursing  himself;  for  if  he  have  any 
such  expectation,  he  is  entitled  to  notice,  in  order  that 
he  may  enforce  his  claim  without  delay.  The  mere 
circumstance  that  the  party  sued  knew  the  bill  would 
not  be  paid  by  the  acceptor,  does  not  dispense  with  the 
necessity  of  giving  him  notice  of  dishonour.     Staples  v. 

Oktnesj 
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Okines  (a),  Clegg  v.  Cotton  (i),  Whitfield  v.  Savage  (c), 
Esdaile  v.  Sonoerby  [d) ;  where  Lord  EUenborougk  said, 
*^  As  to  knowledge  of  the  dishonour  by  the  person  to  be 
charged  on  the  bill,  being  equivalent  to  due  notice  of  it 
given  to  him  by  the  holder,  the  case  of  Nicholson  v. 
Gouthit  is  so  decisive  an  authority  against  that  doctrine, 
that  we  cannot  enter  again  into  the  discussion  of  it;"  and 
Bayley  J.,  ^^  It  was  said  in  Tindal  v.  Btcnon  {e\  that  notice 
means  something  more  than  knowledge."  In  Cory  v. 
Scott  (g)  Abbott  C.  J.  said,  "  That  decision,  which  sub- 
stituted knowledge  for  notice,  I  have  always  regretted,  be- 
cause it  introduced  nice  distinctions  into  the  law,  instead 
of  adhering  to  a  plain  and  intelligible  rule.  As  I  have 
always  thought  that  it  would  have  been  better  never  to 
have  considered  knowledge  as  equivalent  to  notice,  I 
cannot  consent  to  carry  the  law  one  step  further." 

Nor  will  the  known  insolvency  or  bankruptcy  of  the 
acceptor  dispense  with  notice.  Bussell  v.  Ixmgstaffe  (£), 
Warrington  v.  Furbor  (i),  Nicholson  v.  Gouthit  (i),  Hohde 
V.  Proctor  (Z),  Smith  v.  Beckett  (wi),  Thachray  v.  Black-- 
etU  (n)  If  there  be  any  expectation  that  the  bill  will 
be  paid,  notice  cannot  be  dispensed  with.  Orr  v.  Ma- 
ginnis  (o),  Legge  v.  Thorpe  (/?),  Rucier  v.  Hitler,  (j) 
And  if  the  party  sued  have  any  remedy  over,  though 
not  on  the   bill,  he   is  entitled  to  notice.     Brown  v. 


1830. 


Lafitte 

v. 
Slatter. 


Taddy  Serjt  shewed  cause,  and  relied  on  Bickerdike 
V.  Bollman  (5),  where  it  was  established  that  a  drawer  is 

(m)  isBojttii'j. 
(a)  3  Campi,  164. 

(0)  7JSajt,ss^* 

{p)  laEojttiyx* 

(q)  ^Campb,2iy.  i6Eajty43. 

(r)  15  Eojt,  ai6. 


(a)  iJB/^.  331. 
(A)  SB.^  P.  %39' 

(c)  %B.i!f  P.  277' 

(d)  11  East  f  117. 

(e)  I  T.  R.  167. 
{g)  3JB.  ^-^.  6aa. 

(b)  Dougl.  $15- 

(f)  8£aj/,  24a. 
(A)  %H.Bl.6io. 


(j)  1  T.  R.  405. 


Uu  2 


not 
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not  entitled  to  notice  where  he  has  no  effects  in  the 
hands  of  the  drawee,  because  he  cannot  be  injured  by 
want  of  notice :  and  the  Court  will  not  look  beyond  the 
parties  to  the  bill.  The  circumstance,  therefore,  of  the 
drawer  expecting  the  bill  to  be  paid  by  a  stranger,  or 
having  any  remedy  over  against  him,  will  not  of  itsdf 
entitle  him  to  notice.  In  Brawn  v.  Maffey  and  Cory  ▼• 
Scott^  the  expectation  of  payment  and  the  remedy  6ver 
were  confined  to  parties  to  the  bill. 

Taddy  then  contended,  that  the  letter  of  the  Plaio- 
tiff^s  attorney  was  equivalent  to  notice  of  dishonour; 
but  the  Court  decided  at  once  that  it  was  clearly  in- 
sufficient 


Wilde  in  support  of  his  rule,  {Russell  Serjt.  was  widi 
him,)  observed,  that  the  decision  in  Bickerdike  v.  Bot^ 
man  had  always  been  disapproved  of,  and  could  not  be 
supported  except  under  circumstances  precisely  the 
same.  It  was  distinguishable  from  the  present  case  in 
the  circumstance  Uiat  the  drawer  had  no  remedy  over.  •' 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  Bickerdike  v.  Bollman  has  always  been 
considered  as  an  excepted  case  ;  and  perhaps  it  appliei 
only  where  the  bill  has  been  accepted  for  the  accom- 
modation of  the  drawer,  who^  in  such  case,  if  he  knew 
that  the  acceptor  had  no  assets,  can  incur  no  damage 
from  want  of  notice.  The  principle  of  that  case,  there- 
fore, is  not  to  be  extended.  And  in  many  other  deci- 
sions, particularly  in  Bucker  v.  Hiller  {a)  it  has  been  laid 
down,  that  the  drawer  is  entided  to  notice  if  he  have 
reasonable  ground  to  expect  the  bill  will  be  paid, 
although  he  have  no  assets  in  the  acceptor's  hands. 

The  question,  therefore,  is,  whether  as  the  evidence 
stands  in  this  case,  the  drawer  had  reasonable  grounds 


(a)  i6Eajty43, 


to 
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to  expect  that  the  acceptor  or  some  one  else  would  pay 
the  bill,  although  the  drawer  had  no  assets  in  the  ac- 
ceptor's hands ;  and  when  we  find  the  acceptor  saying 
he  had  not  the  means  of  paying  the  bill  in  consequence 
of  Rosens  misconduct,  it  seems  to  have  been  understood 
that  Rose  was  the  person  who  was  to  take  up  the  bill. 
And,  as  Rose  owed  the  drawer  1000/.,  he  had  occasion 
to  watch  the  proceedings  of  Rose  as  well  as  of  the  ac- 
ceptor, and  so  was  exposed  to  injury  by  the  want  of 
notice. 


0n 
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Park  J.  was  absent  at  chambers,  but  his  concurrence 
in  the  judgment  was  stated  by  the  Chief  Justice. 

BosANQUET  J.  (a)  The  general  rule  is,  that  the  drawer 
is  entitled  to  notice  of  the  dishonour  of  the  bill,  and 
Bickerdike  v.  BoUman  is  an  excepted  case,  the  principle 
of  which  is  not  to  be  extended.  In  the  case  of  an  ac- 
commodation bill,  the  drawer  has  no  reason  to  expect 
the  bill  will  be  paid  unless  he  pays  it  himself;  but  in 
other  cases  it  is  established,  that  the  drawer  is  entided 
to  notice  if  he  have  a  reasonable  expectation  that  the 
bSl  be  paid.  It  is  manifest  here  that  the  drawer  lent 
his  name  in  the  expectation  that  Rose  would  provide 
finr  the  bill;  he  was,  therefore,  entided  to  notice  of  its 
dishonour. 

Rule  absolute. 

(a)  Gaselee  J.  delivered  no  during  the  argument  on  the  part 
Ofunion,  not  having  been  present    of  the  Plaintiff. 


Um8 
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Hamilton  v.  Jones,  Pitt,  and  Another. 


The  sheriff 
may,  even 
after  he  is  in 
contempt  for 
not  bringing 
in  the  body* 
put  in  bail  to 
torrender  the 
Defendant 
ivithout  the 
consent  of  the 
Defendant, 
and  notwith- 
•tanding  the 
original  bail- 
piece  is  still 
on  the  file. 


'T^HE  Defendants  Jones  and  Pitt  having  been  arrested. 
in  this  cause,  and  the  bail  of  which  they  had  given 
notice  not  having  justified,  the  sheriff  was  ruled  to  bring 
in  the  body,  and  the  rule  having  expired,  an  attach* 
ment  issued  against  him  ;  when  the  old  bail-piece  being 
still  on  the  file,  tl^e  sheriff,  without  the  knowledge  of 
the  Defendants,  put  in  fresh  bail  for  the  purpose  of  ren- 
dering, and  then  rendered  the  Defendants. 

Pittf  one  of  the  Defendants,  now  objected  in  person 
to  this  course  as  irregular,  contending,  that  as  long  as 
the  old  bail-piece  remained  on  the  file,  the  original  bail 
were  alone  competent  to  render  the  Defendants,  for 
which  he  referred  to  Sharp  v.  Sheriff {a\  and  contended, 
on  the  authority  of  IZfx  v.  Sheriff  of  Essex  {b\  and  many 
other  cases,  that  after  the  attachment  had  issued,  the 
sheriff  could  not  purge  his  contempt  except  with  the 
consent  of  the  Defendants.  Park  J.  having  referred  to 
E'vans  V.  Swete  (c),  the  Defendant  Pitt  admitted,  that 
what  he  complained  of  had  prevailed  in  practice,  bat 
urged  that  the  practice  was  erroneous,  and  at  variance 
with  all  the  other  cases. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  No  case  has  been  made  out  for  the 
interference  of  the  Court,  on  this  ground.  The  De- 
fendant complains  that  he  has  been  rendered  to  pris(m 
by  persons  who  are  strangers  to  him;  but  it  appears 
by  his  affidavit,  that  those  persons  were  bail  put  in  by 
the  sheriff  for  the  purpose  of  rendering :  the  question. 


(o)  7  r.  R.  aa6.,  {b)  5  T.R.  633. 


(c)   zBingJb.  %ji. 

there- 
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therefore,  is,  whether  the  practice  of  this  Court  allows 
the  sheriff  to  put  in  bail  to  protect  himself,  where  the 
bail  put  in  by  the  Defendant  have  omitted  to  justify. 
There  are  several  cases  which  establish  that  he  has  the 
power  of  doing  so,  and  in  particular  Haggett  v.  ^- 
gerU,  (a)  Such  has  been  the  invariable  practice,  and  it 
must  be  immaterial  to  the  Defendant  whether  he  is 
surrendered  by  one  set  of  bail  or  the  other. 

As  to  the  objection,  that  the  sheriff  cannot  do  this 
after  he  is  in  contempt,  however  it  might  be  urged  on 
the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  if  he  waives  it,  it  is  not  open 
to  the  Defendant  to  raise  such  an  objection ;  and  I  see 
no  reason  why  the  sheriff,  as  a  public  officer,  should 
not  have  every  indulgence  to  enable  him  to  make  the 
render. 

The  Defendant  took  nothing  on  this  ground, 
but  having  objected  that  the  sheriff's  officer 
bad  charged  him  1/.  85.  for  the  arrest,  a  rule 
nisi  was  granted  to  refer  itto  the  prothonotary, 
to  ascertain  what  the  officer  was  entided  to. 


18S0. 


Hamilton 

v. 

Jones. 


(a)  7  Taunt.  47« 
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jtfsrza.  Sharp  t;.  Sharp. 

Tettitor,  after  11 Y  order  of  the  Master  of  the  Rolls,   the  follow- 

bequeaihing  i^g  ^g^  ^^g   submitted   for   the   opinion   of  this 

pecuniary  le-      ^       ^ 

^iestohi.  Court:  — 

children,  de-  Thomas  Sharp^  late  of  Silver  Street^  in  the  parish  of 

1^^^^  St.  Botd^,  in  the  town  of  Cambridge,  tailor,  deceased, 

^vboU  of  bis  the  late  husband  of  tlie  Defendant,  bein^  in  his  lifetime, 

remaining  ^nd  at  the  time  of  his  death,  seised  in  fee-simple  of,  or 

ScBank  of  ^^'^  entitled  to  considerable  real  estates,  made  his  will, 

England  or  bearing  date  the  30th  of  October  1822;  and  thereby, 

otherwise,  and  after  directing  that  his  just  debts,  funeral  expenses,  and 

house  in  S.i  a  the  charges  of  proving  his  will,  should  be  paid  and 

freehold  esute  satisfied  by  his   executrix  and   executors   thereinafter 

holdesute  b  i**roed,  and  after  giving  several  pecuniary  legacies  for 

B^  and  a  the  benefit  of  his  children  therein  mentioned,  proceeded 

leatehold  j^^  ^j^^  words  following,  that  is  to  say:  —  "I  give  and 

estate  in  Ji.f  .r»  t  ^ 

with  ail  right    bequeath  to  my  dear  wife  Emilia  Sharp,  the  whole  of 

and  title  to  the  my  remaining  property  in  the  Bank  of  England  or  other- 

that  the  widow  ^**»®>  ^"^  ^^^^  ^  freehold  house  which  I  now  live  in, 

took  a  fee  in     situated  in  Silver  Street,   in  the  parish  of  St.  Botolph,  in 

the  freehod,      ^|^^  town  o^  Cambridge ;  also  a  freehold  estate  in  Resent 
and  a  custom-  ^     ^  ,  ^ 

ary  fee  in  the    Street,  in  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew,  in  the  town  of  Cam^ 

copyhold.  bridge  s  also  about  sixty-one  acres  of  freehold  land,  with 

house  and  barns  thereon,  situated  in  the  fens  and  in  the 

parish  o(  Bottisham,  in  the  county  of  Cambridge;  also 

about  sixteen  acres  of  fen  land,  freehold,  with  a  bouse 

and  barn  thereon,  adjoining  the  above  sixty-one  acres 

of  land  in   Bottisham  fen;  also  about  twelve  acres  of 

freehold  fen  land  in  the  parish  of  Stretham,  in  the  IsU 

of  Ely,  in  the  county  of  Cambridge ;  also  a  copyhold 

estate 
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estate  of  the  manor  of  Ely  Barton^  and  now  occupied 
by  Mr.  Benjamin  Pope,  of  Stretham^  and  is  the  estate  I 
lately  purchased  of  Mx.Aswell  Peacock;  also  a  lease- 
hold estate  purchased  of  the  assignees  of  Mr.  D,  Black'^       Sharp. 
lee^  and  which  is  in  the  parish  of  St.  Andrew  the  Lessj 
otherwise  called  Barnwell^  in  the  town  of  Cambridgey 
with  all  right  and  title  to  the  same.     I  also  leave  my 
wife  all  monies  that  should  be  in  my  possession  at  my 
decease,  and  all  monies  due  to  me  on  all  mortgages, 
notes,  or  note  of  hand,  with  all  interest  due  thereon ; 
also  all  my  household  furniture,  plate,  linen,  china,  and 
glass,  and  all  other  effects.     I  also  leave  my  dear  wife 
Emilia  Sharp^  all  my  share  of  the  property  due  to  me 
out  of  the   business,    as  carried   on    in   the  firm   of 
Messrs.  William  Skarp^   Thomas  Sharp^  and  Fredetick 
Sharp  only;  the  property  so  belonging  to  my  share 
consists  of  estates,  freehold  and  leasehold  messuages, 
bonds,  notes  of  hand,  bills  and  drafts,  cash  and  monies 
in  the  banker's  hands,  and  outstanding  debts,  and  the 
stock  in  trade." 

The  testator  died  on  the  6th  March  1823,  without 
revoking  or  altering  his  will,  leaving  the  Defendant,  his 
widow*,  and  the  Plaintiff,  his  eldest  son  and  heir  at  law, 
and  also  his  heir  by  the  custom  of  the  manor  of  Ely 
Barton^  him  surviving. 

The  estates  devised  by  the  said  will  consisted  of  the 
several  freehold  and  copyhold  messuages,  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments  in  the  will  particularly  de-' 
scribed,  and  the  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
was. 

Whether  the  Defendant,  Emilia  Sharp,  was  entitled 
to  an  estate  for  her  life,  or  to  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in 
all  or  any,  and  which  of  the  messuages,  lands,  tene- 
ments, and  hereditaments  devised  by  the  said  will  of  her 
late  husband  Thomas  Sharp,  the  testator  ? 

The 
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The  case  was  argued  in  Easter  term« 

Scriven  Serjt.  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  Defendant  took 
only  an  estate  for  life.  In  a  devise  of  real  property^ 
where  there  are  no  words  of  inheritance,  and  no  neces- 
sary implication  from  the  language  of  the  will  to  give  a 
larger  estate,  the  devisee  takes  only  a  life  interest; 
Loveacres  v.  Blight  (a),  Bowes  v.  Blackeit  (jb) 

There  is  nothing  from  which  such  an  implication  can 
arise  in  the  present  will  unless  it  be  the  word  estate* 
But  that  word  alone  will  not  convey  a  fee.  There  must 
be  other  expressions  indicating  the  testator's  intention ; 
Denn  v.  Gaskin  (c),  Frogmorton  v.  Wright  {d),  Goodright 
d.  Drewry  v.  Barron  {e),  Wilkinson  v.  Merryland{g\ 
Pierson  v.  Vickers  {h) ;  or  a  charge  of  debts  on  the 
freehold,  as  in  Denn  v.  MeUor.  (f )  The  heir  is  not  to 
be  disinherited  unless  the  intention  be  clear.  B^ht 
V.  Sidebotham  (i).  Doe  d.  Ptdteney  v.  Cavan  (/),  Doe  y. 
Wright  (w),  Boe  v.  Yeud  (n),  Timewell  v.  Perkins,  {p) 
The  word  estate,  as  used  in  this  will,  is  designative  of 
locality  only,  not  of  interest ;  and  the  words  ^^  with  all 
right  and  title  to  the  same''  indicate  only  an  intention 
that  the  enjoyment  should  be  uninterrupted.  Those 
words,  too,  apply  only  to  the  estate  in  BamwelL 


Adams  Serjt.  contra.  The  Defendant  took  a  fee  in 
all  the  property,  for  the  testator's  intention  to  devise  a. 
fee  to  her  is  sufficiently  apparent  in  the  circumstance  of 
his  leaving  pecuniary  bequests  to  all  his  children,  and 


{a)  Covjp.  $S5» 
{h)  Qnup.  440. 
(e)  Coqvp.  657. 

(e)   II  Eajtf  %2o, 

(g)  Cited  in  i  Comyns^  353.  339. 

{h)  sEastfSM* 


(/•)  s  T.ILssS. 
(i)  Dough  Ts<). 

I)  5  T.  R.  567. 

m)   8  T.R.64. 
(«)    2N.R.214. 
(0)  a  jitA,  loa. 


f 
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then  giving  to  his  wife  *^  the  whole  of  his  remaining        1830. 
property,"  concluding  the  catalogue  of  it  with  the  words 
*^  and  all  right  and  title  to  the  same." 

In  Andrew  v.  Southouse  {a)  by  a  devise  of  all  testator^s 
*^  interest"  in  certain  estates,  a  fee  was  holden  to  pass, 
and  Lord  Kenyan  said,   "  For  nearly  half  a  century  it 
has  been  the  wish  of  the  courts  to  give  effect  to  the 
intention   of  the  devisor   as  far  as  they  can*     It  has 
frequently   been   observed   that  in   almost   every   case 
where  the  words  of  the  devise  have  been  so  restrained 
as  to  give  only  an  estate  for  life,  the  decision  has  been 
against  what  may  be  supposed  to  have  been  the  private 
intention  of  the  devisor ;  and  Lord  Mansfield  often  said 
that  it  appeared  to  him  that  persons  in  general  who 
made  their  own  wills  thought  that  the  same  words  were 
sufficient  to  pass  an  estate  of  inheritance  that  are  used 
to   convey  a  mere  chattel   interest."     And  in  CoU  v. 
Rawlinson{b)  a  fee  was  holden  to  pass  by  a  devise  of 
all  right  and  title  to  the  property  described. '  In  Hold^ 
fast  V.  Marten  (c)  it  was  decided  tliat  the  word  estates 
will  pass  a  fee  unless  it  be  restrained   by  other   ex- 
pressions in  the  will.     In  Fletcher  v.  Smiton  {d)  it  was 
holden   that  tlie  word   estates  in  a  will  would   carry 
the  fee,  unless  coupled  with  other  words  which  shew  a 
different  intention ;  and  in  Doe  v.  Woodhouse  {e\  that  the 
words  *^  the  remainder  of  the  profits  out  of  my  whole 
estate,"  after  certain  specific  devises,  carry  a  fee. 

Scriven.  In  Andrew  v.  SotUhouse  the  testator  charged 
with  an  annuity  the  land  he  had  devised ;  it  was  neces- 
sary, therefore,  that  the  devisee  should  take  a  fee  to 
e£^t  all  the  testator's  intentions.     In  Cole  v.  Rawlinson 


(a)  s  T.  R.  29%.  (d)  2  T.  R.  656. 

(b)  3  Br.  P.  C.  J.  (e)  4  T,  R,  89. 
{c)  1  r.  R.411. 

the 
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1830.        the  introductory  parts  of  the  will  gave  a  key  to  the 
testator's  meaning. 

Cur.  ado.  vuU. 

The  following  certificate  was  afterwards  sent :  — 
We  have  heard  this  case  argued  by  counsel^  and 
have  considered  the  same;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that 
Emilia  Sharp  is  entided  to  an  estate  in  fee  simple  in  all 
the  freehold  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  and  heredita- 
ments devised  by  the  said  will  of  her  late  husband 
Thomas  Sharp,  the  testator;  and  to  an  estate  in  fee, 
according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor  of  Ely  Barton^  in 
the  copyhold  estate  devised  by  the  said  will. 

N.  O.  TiNDAL. 

J.  A.  Park. 
S.  Gaselee. 

J.  B.  BOSANQUET. 


Jtme  15.  ROWE  V.  SoFTLY. 

When  money  HTHE  Defendant  was  arrested  on  the  8th  of  May^  when 

L^anW  ^®  P^^^  ^"  ^'^®  sheriffs'  hands,  in  lieu  of  bail,  21/., 
the  theriff  in  the  debt  sought  to  be  recovered,  and  10/.  for  costs,  pm> 
^*"nrf*d»  *"^°^  to  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  71.  5. 2.;  which  sums  were  after- 
lias  under  wards  paid  into  the  hands  of  the  prothonotary. 
7  &  8  Cr.4-  On  the  14th,  the  Defendant's  time  for  putting  in  bail 
d  ^^fmper^  expired,  and  none  appeared.  On  the  17  th,  the  Plaintiff 
fgcting  special  obtained  a  rule  for  taking  out  of  court  the  two  sums  in 

bail  for  giving  ^^  hands  of  the  prothonotary,  no  bail  having  been  put 

nodceofhis  .             ,                   ^                    -^^                           s             f 

intention  that  i»5  a»^, 

the  money  On  the  same  day,  before  which  the  Defendant  was 

^courtto*^  not  compellable  to  perfect  his  bail,  he  gave  the  Plaintiff 

abide  the  notice  of  his  intention  to  allow  the  two  sums,  and  10/. 

event  of  the  «i**«. 

.  more 

•tut. 
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more  which  he  added,  to  remain  in  court  pursuant  to 
the  statute  to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit,  and  that  he  had 
entered  a  common  appearance. 

Adams  Serjt.  shewed  cause  against  the  rule  for  taking 
the  money  out  of  Court,  and  contended,  that  as  the 
Defendant  himself,  if  he  had  perfected  special  hail, 
could  not  have  taken  the  money  out  till  the  bail  were 
perfected,  the  Plaintiff  could  not  claim  it  at  an  earlier 
period ;  the  Plaintiff,  therefore,  was  not  in  a  situation  to 
make  the  present  motion  till  the  18th,  and  the  Defend- 
ant bad  the  right  of  giving  notice  of  his  intention  till 
the  expiration  of  the  17th.  The  act  was  remedial;  in- 
tended to  extend  the  provisions  of  43  G.  S.  c*  46. ;  and 
ought  to  receive  a  liberal  construction.  Besides,  it 
contained  no  provision  enabling  the  Plaintiff  to  take  the 
money  out  of  Court  before  judgment. 

Andrews  Serjt,  in  support  of  the  rule^  insisted  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  the  money,  upon  the  De- 
fendant's failure  to  put  in  bail ;  and  that  the  Defendant 
was  not  entitled  to  postpone  notice  of  his  intention  till 
the  day  for  perfecting  bail. 

The  Court  took  time  to  enquire  into  the  practice  of 
the  Court  of  King's  Bench ;  and  now 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  pronounced  judgment.  In  this  cause 
the  Plaintiff  seeks  to  take  out  of  Court  a  sum  of  21/., 
being  the  debt  sought  to  be  recovered,  and  10/.  beyond, 
paid  by  the  Defendant  into  the  hands  of  the  sheriff  in 
lieu  of  his  giving  bail  to  the  sheriff  upon  his  arrest. 

The  question  arises  on  the  statute  7&  8  G. 4.  c.  71. 
5. 2.,  which  extends  the  provisions  of  the  43  G.  3.  c.  46., 
and  enacts,  ^'  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the  defendant, 
instead  of  putting  in  and  perfecting  special  bail  in  the 

action 
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action  according  to  the  course  and  practice  of  the  court, 
to  allow  the  sum  deposited  with  the  sherifT,  and  by  him 
paid  into  court,  together  with  the  additional  sum  of 
10/.  to  be  paid  into  court  by  such  defendant  as  a  further 
security  for  the  costs  of  the  action^  to  remain  in  the  court 
to  abide  the  event  of  the  suit : "  —  "  and  thereupon  the 
defendant  may,  and  is  required  to  enter  a  common  ap- 
pearance, or  file  common  bail  in  the  action  within  such 
time  as  he  would  have  been  required  to  have  put  in  and 
perfected  special  bail  in  the  action  according  to  the 
course  of  the  court."  And  the  point  to  be  determined 
is,  whether  on  the  day  for  'perfecting  special  bail  the 
Defendant  was  in  time  for  giving  notice  of  his  intention 
that  the  sums  paid  into  the  hancis  of  the  sheriff  should 
remain  in  court  to  abide  the  event  of  the  cause,  or 
whether  he  ought  to  have  given  that  notice  on  or  before 
the  day  for  putting  in  the  bail. 

The  act  is  remedial ;  it  extends  the  provisions  of  the 
43  (?.  3.  c.  46.,  which  had  been  found  beneficial  in  its 
operation,  and  the  words  used,  ^^  Within  such  time  as 
he  would  have  been  required  to  have  put  in  and  per- 
fected special  bail  in  the  action,  according  to  the  course 
of  the  court,"  comprehend  the  whole  lime  till  the  last 
day  for  perfecting  special  bail.  And  we  put  this  con- 
struction on  it  the  rather,  because  it  has  no  tendency 
to  delay  the  Plaintiff,  for  he  could  not  declare  in  chief 
till  the  time  for  perfecting  special  bail  had  expired.  It 
has  been  contended  that  there  is  no  provision  in  the  act 
which  authorizes  the  Plaintiff  to  take  the  money  out  of 
court  before  the  suit  is  concluded.  At  all  events  the 
Defendant  had  till  the  end  of  the  17th  to  perfect  special 
bail ;  and  as  he  gave  notice  on  that  day  of  his  intention 
that  the  money  should  remain  in  court  to  abide  the 
event  of  the  suit,  he  is  entitled  to  proceed  with  his 
defence. 

Rule  discharged. 


IN  THE  Eleventh  Year  of  GEO.  IV.  eS'T 

1830. 


Smith  and  Others,  Assignees  of  Cooke,  v.        Juneis. 
Campbell,  Shouls,  and  Cooper. 

nPHlS  was  an  action  of  asstimpsil.     Cooper  defended  Where  there 

separately.     The  Plaintiffs  countermanded  notice  of  ^/^^ 
trial :  before  they  gave  a  second  notice,  Cooper  became  who  obtain  a 
insolvent,  and  the  two  first  Defendants  only  appeared  to  verdict  g*nc- 
defeud  the  cause  at  the  trial.  ^£  JjJ  ^ustlbc 

A  verdict  was  given  for  the  Defendants  generally,  and  taxed  at  the 

costs    were   taxed  for  the    two    Defendants   who   ap-  "^«*1^«» 

,         ,        .  ,  '^     although  they 

peared  at  the  trial,  Cooper^ s  attorney  declaring  he  would  defend  ic- 

not  be  concerned  for  him.     Judgment  was  signed,  and  P*rately. 

the  costs  paid. 

Wikle  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  the  prothonotary 
to  review  his  taxation,  and  allow  Cooper  his  costs. 

Taddy  Serjt,  who  shewed  cause,  contended  that  judg- 
ment having  been  once  signed  against  the  Plaintifis, 
and  the  costs  having  been  paid,  they  ought  not  to  be 
harassed  again.  The  Defendants  must  arrange  between 
themselves  the  division  of  what  had  been  paid. 

WUde.  The  third  Defendant  ought  not  to  lose  his 
costs  because  he  happened  not  to  be  present  when  the 
costs  were  taxed  ;  especially  as  judgment  was  signed  in 
order  to  prevent  any  delay  to  the  other  Defendants. 

Tindal  C  J.  The  Defendant  Cooper  had  the  op- 
portunity of  obtaining  his  costs,  if  he  had  chosen  to 
exert  himself,  when  the  judgment  was  signed  and  the 

costs 
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Smith 
Campbell. 


costs  paid  to  his  Co-defendants ;  but  he  has  no  right  to 

prejudice  the  Plaintiffs   by   a   second   demand.      The 

ground  of  complaint,  if  any  where,  is  by  Cooper  against 

his  own  attorney. 

Rule  discharged. 


June  z6« 


Welsh  v.  Rose. 


Plaintiff  bang   TTRESPASS  for  breaking  and  entering  the  PlaintifTs 
about  to  toke      A    ^^        ^^  ^^ J  ^^j^jj^    j^jg  ^5^ 
an  apartment  no 

Plea.     That  one  John  Barrett  for  a  long  time,  to  wit^ 

for  the  space  of  one  year  next  before  and  on  the  25th 

day  o(  November  1829,  and  from  thence  until  and  at  the 

said  times  when,  8cc.  held  and  enjoyed,  amongst  other 

premises,  the  said  rooms  and  apartments,  pig-stye  and 

yard,  in  which,  &c.  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  said  De- 

aa  he  paid  the  fendant,  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  certain  demise  thereof 

theretofore  made,  at  and   under  a  yearly  rent  of  ISZ. 


of  Defendant'a 
tenant.  De- 
fendant pro- 
mised Plain- 
tiff never  to 
trouble  him 
or  hit  pro- 
perty $0  long 


payable  monthly,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  25th  day  of 
each  and  every  month  in  the  year,  by  even  and  equal 
portions :    that  on  the  said  25th  day  of  November^  in 


of  the  apart- 
ment. 

The  PUin- 
tiff  paid  the 
rent  up  to  a 
certain  period,  the  year  aforesaid,  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the 

a  tender  of  ^^°^  ^^  ^^^'  ^^**  ^^  ^^^  ^^"^  aforesaid,  for  seven  months 
the  residue  re-  ending  on  the  said  25th  day  of  Noroembery  became  and 
maining  due, 
when  the  De- 
fendant, who 
had  received 
no  notice  of 
the  tender, 
distrained 
Plaintiff's 


was  due  and  payable  from  the  said  «/.  Barrett  to  the 

said  Defendant,  and  at  the  said  times,  when,  &c.  was  in 

arrear  and   unpaid :    wherefore  the  said  Defendant  on 

the  said  day  when,  &c.  did  enter  into  and  upon  the  said 

rooms,  apartments,  pig-stye,  and  yard,  in  which,  &c. 

,  ^  and  took,  &c. 

goons  for  rent 

due  from  the  tenant  to  Defendant :  Held,  that  his  right  to  distrain  was  not  barred. 

Replication. 
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RepIicatioD.  That  before  and  at  the  time  of  the! 
application  to  the  Defendant,  and  his  giving  the  as- 
surance and  making  the  promise  hereinafter  next  men- 
tioned, the  said  J,  Barrett  held  and  enjoyed  certain 
premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  as  tenant  thereof  to 
the  Defendant;  and  that  the  said  rooms  and  apartments, 
and  yard,  in  which,  &c.  were  part  and  parcel  of  the 
said  premises,  so  held^and  enjoyed  by  the  said  tL  Bar-- 
rett  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  Defendant :  that  the  Plain- 
tifi^  being  minded  and  desirous  to  take  and  hire  the  said 
rooms  and  apartments,  and  yard,  in  which,  &c.  of  the 
said  J.  Barrett,  and  to  become  tenant  thereof  to  the  said 
J.  Barrett^  at  and  under  a  certain  rent  theretofore  pay- 
able by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  said  J.  Barrett  for  the  same, 
but  being  apprehensive  that  the  said  «7.  Barrett  then  was 
or  might  thereafter  become  indebted  to  the  Defendant  for 
the  rent  of  the  whole  of  the  premises  with  the  appurte- 
nances, —  whereof  the  said  rooms  and  apartments,  and 
yard,  in.  which,  &c.  and  which  the  Plaintiff  was  so  minded 
and  desirous  to  hire  and  take  of  the  said  J.  Barrett,  were 
parts  and  parcel  as  aforesaid,  —  and  that  if  the  said 
Jl  Barrett  was  or  should  become  indebted  to  the  De- 
fendant for  rent  as  aforesaid,  the  cattle,  goods,  and 
chattels  of  him,  the  Plaintiff,  which  he  might  bring  into 
and  upon  the  rooms  and  apartments,  and  yard,  in 
which^  &c«  if  he  hired  and  took  the  same  of  the  said 
Jl  Barrett,  might  be  seized  and  taken  by  the  Defendant 
as  a  distress  for  any  rent  which  might  be  or  might 
become  due  and  in  arrear  from  the  said  J.  Barrett  to 
i  the  Defendant  for  rent  of  the  whole  of  the  premises  so 
lield  by  the  said  J,  Barrett  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  De- 
fendant as  aforesaid,  and  being  unwilling  to  expose  siich 
his  cattle,  ^oods,  and  chattels  to  be  taken  as  a  distress 
fer  such  rent  as*  last  aforesaid,  or  to  become  tenant  to 
the  said  Jl  Barrett,  without  being  assured  and  satisfied 
that  such  his  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels  would  not  he 
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IfSStti  teken  as  a  distress  £br  auch  rent  as  last  aforeaaid^  before 
he  took  aad  hired  the  said  rooms  and  apartmentay  and 
y«rd^  in  which,  &c.  and  before  the  said  time^  whea^  && 
tor  wit,  on  the  25th  day  of  May  1829,  to  wit,  aC^  &a  ap- 
plied to  the  Defendant  as  the  landlord  of  the  said  JL 
Barrett  of  the  whole  of  the  said  premises  whereof  the 
said  rooms  and  apartments,  and  yard,  in  which,  ftie^ 
were  parts  and  parcel  as  aforesaid,  and  informed  hna 
that  he  was  minded  and  desirous  to  hire  and  take  the 
said  rooms  and  apartments,  and  yard,  in  which,  &c. 
ef  the  said  «7.  Barrett^  but  was  unwilling  to  do  so  if  he 
were  liable,  or  his  4cattle^  goods,  and  chattds  ooidd 
be  taken  as  a  distress  for  the  r^it  of  the  said  J,  Bar- 
reH  to  the  Defimdant ;  whereupon  the  Defendant  that 
and  tber^  and  before  he^  the  Plaintiff,  took  or  hived 
the  said  rooms,  and  apartments,  and  yard,  of  the  said 
«J.  Barrett^  and  long  before  the  said  time,  when,  &c.  to 
wit,,  on,  &C.  at,  &c.  assured  and  promised  the  Plaintiff 
tibat  as  long  as  he,  the  Phiintiff,  paid  to  the  said  Jl  Bar* 
veU  the  rent  which  should  become  due  from  him  to  the 
said  J.  BarreU  for  the  said  rooms  and  apartments,  and 
yard,  which  he  was  so  minded  and  desirous  to  hire  and 
take  of  the  said  «7.  BarreU  as  aforesaid,  and  which  weie 
and  are  the  rooms  and  apartments,  and  yard,  in  whicfa^ 
Sec  he  the  Defendant  would  never  trouble  the  Plaintiff 
or  his  property:  that  he,  the  Plaintiff,  relying  on  and 
confiding  in  the  said  assurance  and  promise  of  the  De- 
fendant so  with  him  made  as  aforesaid,  did  afterwards,  and 
long  before  the  said  time,  when,  &c«  to  wit,  on,  &c»  alf 
&c.  hire  and  take  the  said  rooms  and  apartments,  and 
yard,  in  which,  &c.  so  being  parts  and  parcel  as  afoiesaidi 
of  the  said  «/.  Barrett^  and  became  and  at  the  said  timc^ 
when,  &c.  was  tenant  to  the  said  J.  Barrett  of  the  same^ 
and  after  he  so  became  and  whilst  he  was  tenant  to  the  said 
J.  B<xrrett  of  the  same,  and  before  the  said  time,  when,  && 
ta  wit,  on  the  day  and  year  last  aforesaid,  with  the  con- 
sent 
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tent  of  the  said  J.  Barret^y  erected  and  made  the  said  1890. 
pig-sty  in  the  said  jard^  in  ^bicb,  &cv:  thai  he^  further 
relying  on  the  said  assurance  and  proinises  of  the  Dcp- 
fendant)  afterwards,  and  long  before  the  said  time,  when^  Rosft 
SLc^  to  wit,  ony  &e«  brought  the  said  cattle,  goodsy  and 
ebattels  in  the  declaration  mentioned,*  being  hb  proper 
cattle,  goods^  and  chattels,  into  akid  upon  the  s^  rooms 
and  apartments,  and  yard,  in  whi<^h,  &c.:  that  before  the 
said  time,  when,  &c.  and  before  the  making  the  tender 
hereinafter  mentioned,  he  had  paid  to  the  said  J.  Batrett 
all  the  ttnX  which' had  become  due  and  payable  from  him 
to  the  said  «7.  Barrett  for  or  in  respect  of  the  said  rooms 
and  apartments,  and  yard,  in  which,  &c.  before  the  said 
time,  when,  &c^  except  a  small  sum  oF  money,  to  wtt,>tbe 
sum  of  21.  IBs.  of  lawful  money  of  Great  Britain  s  and 
that  always  from'  the  time  the  said  sum  of  21.  \Bs.  of 
yent  afoinesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  became  and  was  due 
aiid  payable  from  and  by  the  Plaintiff  to  the  said  J.  Bar* 
retif  hitherto,  he  was  and  still  is  ready  and  willing  to 
have  paid  and  to  pay  the  same  to  the  said  J.  Barrett; 
and  that  he,  before  the  said  time,  when,  &c.  to  wit, 
on*,  8lc.  at,  &c.  was  ready  akid  willing  to  have  paid,  and 
then  and  there  tendered  to  pay,  to  the  said  J.  Barrett 
the  said  sum  of  21.  15s.  as  aforesaid,  to  receive  ^hioh 
of  the  Plaintiff  the  said  J.  Barrett  wholly  refosed :  and 
fiirthery  that  at  the  said  time,  when,  &c.  there  was 
not  any  other  or  more  rent  due  or  payable  from 
him,  the  Plaintiff,  to  the  said  J.  Barrett  than  the  saM 
sum  of  2L  ISs.  so  tendered  and  offered,  and  so  ret- 
fined  as  aforesaid:'  that  he  was  and  remained  in  the 
quiet  and  peaceable  possession,  use,  occupation,  and 
enjoyment  of  the  said  rooms  and  apartments,  pig-sty 
and  yard,  in  which,  &c.  as  tenant  thereof  to  the  said 
J.  Barretty  and  that  the  said  cattle,  goods,  and  chattels 
in  the  declaration  mentioned,  being  the  proper  cattle, 
goods,  and  chattels  of  him,  the  Plaintiff  were  in  and 
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1830.  upon  the  said  rooms  and  apartments,  pig-sty  and  yard^ 
in  which,  &c.  until  the  Defendant  at  the  said  tim^ 
when,  &c.  of  his  own  wrong,  and  in  breach  of  his  said 
assurance  and  promise,  did  and  committed  the  tres- 
passes in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and  in  and  by  his  said 
last  plea  attempted  to  be  justified,  in  manner  and  form 
as  the  Plaintiff  above  thereof  complained  against  him. 
Demurrer  and  joinder. 

E.  Lowes  Serjt,  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The 
matter  replied  does  not  amount  to  a  release  of  the  right 
to  distrain.  It  is  not  pleaded  as  a  contract,  and  does 
not  appear  to  be  such,  there  being  an  entire  absence  of 
consideration.  But,  at  all  events,  it  is  a  conditional 
contract,  and  there  is  no  averment  that  the  condition 
has  been  observed.  The  engagement  was  not  to  trouble 
the  Plaintiff  if  Barretfs  rent  were  regularly  paid,  and  to 
enable  the  Plaintiff  to  sue,  it  ought  to  appear  that  the 
rent  has  been  regularly  paid.  It  is  not  alleged  even 
that  the  Defendant  had  notice  of  the  tender. 

Toddy  Serjt.,  contrd.  The  statement  in  the  repli- 
cation amounts  to  a  licence  to  Plaintiff  to  put  his  goods 
on  the  premises  without  being  subject  to  distress ;  and  in 
Webb  v.  Paternoster  {a\  confirmed  by  Tayler  v.  Waters{b)t 
it  was  held,  that  a  licence  to  stack  hay  upon  land,  was 
irrevocable,  provided  the  licence  were  for  a  time  certain. 
The  time  here  is  the  duration  of  Barretfs  term.  As  to 
the  payment  of  the  rent,  the  performance  of  that  con- 
dition is  shewn  in  substance,  and  the  licence  being  ex- 
ecuted, the  consideration  for  it  is  immaterial. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  In  the  case  cited,  the  argument  turned 
on  a  licence  granted    by  one  who  was  competent  to 

{a)  Palm.  71.  {b)  7  Taunt.  374. 
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grant  it     But  there  was  no  licence  here  from  the  De-        1880* 
fendant,  because  he  had  parted  with  the  possession  of       _^^ 
the  premises  to  Barrett.     The  matter  replied,  therefore,  v. 

is  no  more  than  a  promise  not  to  trouble  the  Plaintiff  Rose. 
as  long  as  he  paid  to  Barrett  the  rent  which  should 
become  due  from  the  Plaintiff  to  Barrett.  Without 
entering  into  the  question,  whether  or  not  there  was  a 
consideration  to  support  this  promise,  it  is  enough  to 
observe  here,  that  the  condition  of  the  promise  has  not 
been  observed.  **  So  long  as  he  paid  to  Barrett  the 
rent  which  should  become  due,  the  Defendant  would 
never  trouble  the  Plaintiff  or  his  property." 

Here  it  is  stated  that  the  rent  was  only  paid  to  a 
certain  period,  and  that  some  remains  due.  As  to  the 
tender  which  is  alleged,  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
landlord  had  any  notice  of  it,  and  he  is  not  to  be  de- 
prived of  his  remedy  by  distress,  by  a  proceeding  of 
which  he  had  no  notice. 

Park  J.  This  was  a  mere  conditional  undertaking, 
and  unless  performance  of  the  condition  be  shewn, 
there  is  no  relinquishment  of  the  Defendant's  right  of 
distress. 

Gaselee  J.  Without  entering  into  the  effect  of  the 
agreement,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  the  condition  on 
which  it  hinged  has  not  been  performed,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  Plaintiff  can  claim  no  advantage  under  it. 

BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Webb  v. 
Paternoster  does  not  apply,  because  the  licence  there 
was  given  by  a  party  in  possession,  and  competent  to 
give  it  Here  the  supposed  licence  was  not  given,  till 
the  Defendant  had  parted  with  the  possession  of  the 
premises. 

Judgment  for  the  Defendant 
Xx  S 
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June  z8.  Ea'teh^y  v^  3AMrsoN  aod  Another* 


Where  a  lease  pOVENANT.    The  dieclarjoioa  recM  tM  Six  a 

'd«d  "hird  l^urner^  before  ^nd  at  the  time  of  nuiki^g  tbe  iikr 

part  of  certain  denture  of  deniji^p  tbereioafter  m.entiopedf  was  9ei^  19 

mines  contain-  f^  Qf  qh^]  \^  qq^  undivided  (bird  pgit  of  the  tenement 

an  agreement  ^^^  ^  appurtep»Dce^  ^h^r^iuafter  i^eQtionec}  tp  have 

made  by  the  h^ea  deipised :  aod  tb/s  said  Sir  C,  T*  b^ioK  so  seiMtfL 

^or  Tnd  the  ^*  ^*  ^^  ^  certain  indenture  of  demise  made  between 

owners  of  the  Sir  C.  T.  of  the  one  part,  and  A*  S.,  J.  5.,  G.  A,  tb» 

AWf7^  D*ifendant,  fT.  //.,  pnd  F.H.  of  the  odjer  part,  (reciung 

pulling  down  ^^^^  Sir  C.  T.  did,  on,  &c.  agree  wjtb  the  said  jt  S.,  &f]^ 

an  old  smelt-  to  demise  to  them  for  twenty-one  years  the  undivided 

bt^dUie  an-  ^^^^  P***^  ^^  ^^^  ^'  ^^  ^^  ^^  ^"  ^^'^  mines,  ininerali, 
other  of  larger  and  quarfies  thereinafter  described,  at  and  uoder  tbe 
dimensions,       yearly  rent  of,  &c.  and  under  and  subject  to  the  co¥e» 

upon  a  waste  ,  1        .      r  .      , 

near  the  mines,  Q^nts  and  agreements  theremafter  contamed ;  that  thf 

and  the  lease  said  A.  S.,  J.  5.,  G.  /)•,  the  Defendant,  W.  H.,  and  F.  H. 
contained  ai*i«  r<^i.*j  1  « 

covenant  to  "*"•  ^  pursuance  pf  the  said  agreement  between  tbem 
keep  syich  new  ^nd  tbe  ssid  Sir  C  ^.j  enter  upon  apd  take  poasessioii 

mill  in  repair, 

and  so  leave  it  at  the  expiration  of  the  term,  but  did  not  contain  a  covenant  to  binU 
it :  Held,  that  such  a  covenant  was  to  be  implied,  and  diat  the  lessor  of  the  one  tUid 
might  sue  upon  it  in  respect  of  his  interest. 

,  The  lease  contained  a  demise  of  all  mines  and  minerals  then  opened  or  discovered, 
or  which  might  during  the  term  be  opened  or  discovered,  in  or  under  certain  moon 
and  waste  lands ;  and  also  all  smelting  mills  then  standing  upon  the  said  Lands,  with 
full  liberty  to  sink  shafts  there,  and  to  build  thereon  any  mills  or  other  buildii^ 
requisite  for  working  the  mines,  habendum  the  said  demised  premises,  with  tbe 
appurtenances  for  twenty-one  years.  The  lessor  afterwards  granted  his  revemoD  sf 
and  in  the  said  demised  premises,  with  the  appurtenances,  to  G.  ^.,  who,  by  wSk 
devised  the  same  to  the  PlaintifTs :  Held,  that  the  covenant  to  build  the  new  sinelt«» 
ing  mill  tended  to  the  support  and  mai..tenance  of  the  thing  demised,  and  that  the 
assignee  of  the  rerersion  might  therefore  sue  upon  it. 

of 
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of  the  SQid  third  part  and  premises  on  the  lat  of  Jemuanf  18M. 
1800;  that  ^.S.,  «/•&,  G.D.^  the  Defendant,  W.H^ 
and  F.  H.^  bad  since  the  said  1st  of  January  1^00,  witk 
die  permission  of  Sir  C.  T.y  and  of  fT.S.  Esq.,  an^  Sai»>mi. 
C.  jF.  F.  Esq.,  die  owners  of  the  other  two  third  parts  of 
the  said  mines  and  premises,  taken  down  a  smelting 
mill  belonging  to  them,  situate  upon  part  of  a  tract  of 
waste  ground  within  the  manor  of  Arktndale  ther»naAtr 
mentioned,  called  Old  Mouldsj  and  some  other  oon* 
tiguous  buildings ;  and  the  said  A.  S^  «7.  S^  G.  />.,  dm 
Defendant,  fV.  H.^  Bnd  F.  H.,  did  engage  to  erect,  at 
their  own  expense^  a  smelting  mill  of  larger  dimensions^ 
witii  several  adjoining  buildings  upon  anodier  part  of 
the  said  tract  of  waste  ground;  which  mil],  with  the 
water  wheel  belonging  thereto,  and  the  said  other 
buildings,  it  had  been  agreed  should  belong  to  and  be 
the  property  of  the  said  Sir  C.  71,  W.  S^  and  C.  F,  F.^ 
IB  liey  of  die  said  mill  and  buildings  so  taken  down ;) 
in  consideration  of  the  rent  therein  reserved,  and  of 
the  covenants  and  agreements  thereinafter  contained^ 
did  demise  to  A.S.9  J.  8,9  G.D.y  the  Defendant,  fV. 
H.J  and  F.  H^  their  executors,  &c.  all  that  undivided 
third  part  or  share  of  the  said  Sir  C  T.  of  and  ki 
all  and  singular  the  mines,  veins,  pipes,  floats,  strings, 
and  parcels  of  lead,  tin,  and  copper  ore,  and  other 
minerals  and  fossils  of  what  nature  or  kind  soevei^ 
which  were  then  known,  found,  or  discovered,  or  which 
riiould,  during  the  continuance  of  that  demise,  be 
opened,  known,  found,  discovered,  or  -  gotten,  in^ 
within,  upon,  from,  or  under  ail  the  moors,  commons, 
wastes,  and  unenclosed  lands  situate,  lying,  or  being  in, 
within^  or  parcel  of  the  several  manors  or  lordships  of 
Arktndale,  New  Forest,  and  Hope,  in  the  county  of 
York,  or  any  of  them ;  and  also  of  and  in  all  mioea 
and  seams  of  coal,  and  quarries  of  stone^  in  or  withte 
the  said  manors  or  lordships,  or  reputed  manors  or 
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lordships,  or  any  of  them,  or  any  part  thereof  re- 
spectively ;  and  also  of  and  in  all  smelting  mills,  stamp- 
ing mills,  refining  mills,  store-houses,  work^houses,- 
smiths'  forges,  sheds,  hovels,  and  buildings  standing 
or  being  in  or  upon  any  part  of  the  said  moors, 
commons,  or  wastes  which  then  were,  or  at  any  time 
theretofore  had  been  commonly  used  or  employed  for 
mining  purposes,  together  with  full  and  free  liber^  to 
A.  S.,  J.  S^  G.  Z>.,  the  Defendant,  W.  H.,  and  F.  if.,  thdr 
executors,  &c.  during  the  continuance  c^  the  demise^ 
to  dig,  sink,  drive,  work,  and  make  grooves,  &c.  and 
to  use  all  other  lawful  ways  and  means  whatsoever, 
(hushing,  in  any  lands  or  grounds  lying  within  the  said 
manors,  or  any  of  them,  and  which,  on  the  day  of  the 
date  of  the  said  indenture,  were  enclosed,  only  ex* 
cepted,  unless  the  same  should  be  done  with  the  licence 
and  consent  in  writing  of  the  lords  of  the  said  manors 
for  the  time  being,)  for  the  searching  for,  fin^linj^ 
discovering,  working,  and  getting  of  the  lead,  till, 
and  copper  ore,  and  coal,  and  all  otlier  minerals,  and 
for  working  the  said  quarries,  and  burning  lime  in  oc 
upon  all  or  any  of  the  moors,  commons,  wastes,  and 
unenclosed  lands,  situate,  &c ;  and  with  full  power  (but 
so  far  only  as  the  said  Sir  C.  could  lawfully  grant  the 
same,  and  not  otherwise,)  for  A.  &,  J.  &,  G.  jD.,  the 
Defendant,  fV.  H.,  and  F.  i?.,  their  executors,  Sux,  to 
have  heap-room,  &c  upon  the  said  moors,  commonSf 
wastes,  and  unenclosed  lands,  for  laying,  placing,  &a 
the  ores,  &c.  wrought  and  dug  out  of  the  mines  and 
quarries,  of  which  one  third  part  was  thereinbefore 
demised,  and  with  full  power  (so  &r  as,  &c.)  to  turn  and 
to  dig  watercourses,  &c.  to  do  all  other  things  (hushing 
only  excepted)  as  might  be  necessary;  and  also  full 
power  and  authority  to  erect  or  build  in  or  upon  any 
part  of  the  said  moors,  commons,  wastes,  and  land% 
then  unenclosed,    all   such    smelting  mills,   stampizig 
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mills,  &c.  as  might  be  requisite  for  effectually  working 
the  said  mines.     Habendum  to  A.  S.y  J.  &,  G.  Z>.,  the 
Defendant,  and  J.  H.  and  F.  H,j  for  nineteen  years. 
And  the  Defendant  did,  in  and  by  the  said  indenture, 
for  himself  and  his  heirs,  &c.,  covenant,  promise,  and 
agree  to  and  with  the  said  Sir  C,  his  heirs,  &c.,  that 
the  said  A.  5.,  J.  S.,   G.  />.,  the  Defendant,   W.  i/., 
and  F*  i/.,  their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns, 
should  and  would,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said 
demise,  maintain,  preserve,  and  keep  the  said  smelting 
mill  engaged  to  be  erected  and  built  by  them,  with  the 
waterwheel  to  the  same  belonging,  and   the  bobbies, 
ore-houses,  and  other  houses,   bingsteads,  sheds,   and 
other  buildings  already  erected,  and  which,  during  the 
continuance  of  that   demise,  should   be  erected   con- 
tiguous or  near  to  the  said  mill,  in  good  and  sufficient 
condition  and  repair,  and  should  at  the  expiration,  or 
other  sooner  determination,  of  the  said  term,  deliver  up 
the  same  in  good  and  sufficient  condition  and  repair,  and 
also  deliver  up  in  good  and  sufficient  order  and  repair 
all  such  forges,  &c.,  as  should  within  two  years  of  the 
end  of  the  term  be  used  by  the  lessees  for  mining  pur- 
poses.    The  declaration  then  stated  a  grant  of  the  re- 
version of  Sir  C.  T.  of  and  in  the  said  demised  premises, 
with  the  appurtenances,  to  G.  B. ;  that  G.  B.  devised 
the  same  to  the  Plaintiff,  and  died  seised  of  the  said 
reversion,  without  altering  his  will.     Breach,  first,  that 
neither  Defendant  nor  A-  &,  &c.  did  at  any  time  during 
the  demise  erect  or  build  at  their   own  expence,  or 
otherwise,  a  smelting  mill  of  larger  dimensions  than  the 
mill  taken  down,  as  in  the  indenture  of  demise  men-* 
tioned.     Secondly,  that  the  Defendant  and  his  co-lessees 
did  not  keep  such  smelting  mill,  &c.  in  good  repair. 
Thirdly,  that  they  did  not  so  deliver  it  up  at  the  ex- 
piration of  the  term.     Demurrer  and  joinder.     Judg- 
ment 
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thereon. 


Braderick  for  the  Defendant  below. 

There  is  no  covenant  by  the  Defendant  bdov  ta 
erect  a  emdting  nill ;  and  if  there  be  such  a  co? enan^ 
it  16  not  one  on  which  the  assignee  of  the  reversk 
can  sue. 

There  is  no  soch  covenant  expressed,  and  it 
be  implied,  because  the  contract  set  out  is  incompatiUi 
with  such  implication:  expressum  Jacit  oessare  taeituau 
The  express  contract  recited  between  Sir  C  Twmer^  the 
Defendant,  and  five  others  for  the  erection  of  the  smelt* 
ing  mill,  is  incompatible  with  any  implied  covenant  to  thtt 
effect  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  alone;  and  SdUmm 
▼•  HoHstoun  (a),  which  was  relied  on  in  the  court  bdow, 
is  distinguishable^  because  in  that  case  there  was  no  ex- 
press contract  incompatible  with  the  contract  implied. 

But  if  any  covenant  can  be  implied,  the  Plaintiff  is 
not  entitled  to  sue  on  it.  It  is  not  a  covenant  that  mm 
widi  the  land  or  binds  tlie  assignee  of  the  cov^iantory 
and  the  case  falls  within  the  prindple  of  the  first  and 
second  resolution  in  Spencer^s  case  (6):  *^  When  the 
covenant  extends  to  a  thing  in  esse  parcel  of  the  dembs^ 
the  thing  to  be  done  by  force  of  the  covenant  is  quodmih 
modo  annexed  and  appurtenant  to  the  thing  demised, 
and  shall  go  with  the  land,  and  shall  bind  the  assignee^ 
although  he  be  not  bound  by  express  words :  but  when 
the  covenant  extends  to  a  thing  which  is  not  in  being  at 
the  time  of  the  demise  made,  it  caimot  be  appurtenaat 
or  annexed  to  the  thing  which  hath  no  being ;  as  if  tbe 
lessee  covenants  to  repair  the  houses  demised  to  hia 
during  the  term,  that  is  parcel  of  the  contract,  and  ex- 

(a)  i.6m^^.433*  (if)  5^*17. 

tends 


IN  THE  Eleventh  Year  of  GEO.  IV. 


6*9i 


tends  to  the  fiupport  of  the  thing  demised,  and,  there* 
fore,  16  guodammodo  Annexed  appurtenant  to  houses, 
and  shall  bind  the  assignee,  although  he  be  not  bound 
expressly  by  the  covenant :  but  in  the  case  at  bar,  the 
covenant  concerns  a  thing  which  was  not  in  esse  at  the 
time  of  the  demise  made,  but  to  be  newly  built  after, 
and,  therefore,  shall  bind  the  covenantor,  his  executors 
or  administrators,  and  not  the  assignee,  for  the  law  will 
not  annex  the  covenant  to  a  thing  which  hath  no  being. 
And  it  was  resolved  that  in  this  case,  if  the  lessee 
had  covenanted  for  him  and  his  assigns,  that  they  would 
make  a  new  wall  upon  some  part  of  the  thing  demised, 
tbat  forasmuch  as  it  is  to  be  done  upon  the- land  de^ 
mised,  it  should  bind  the  assignee;  for  although  the 
covenant  doth  extend  to  a  thing  to  be  newly  made, 
yet  it  is  to  be  made  upon  the  thing  demised,  and  the 
assignee  is  to  take  the  benefit  of  it,  and,  therefore,  shall 
bind  the  assignee  by  express  words.  But  although  the 
covenant  be  for  him  and  his  assigns,  yet  if  the  thing  to  be 
dtme  be  merely  collateral  to  the  land,  and  doth  not  touch 
or  concern  the  thing  demised  in  any  sort,  there  the  as* 
signee  shall  not  be  charged.  As  if  the  lessee  covenants 
for  him  and  his  assigns  to  build  a  house  upon  the  land 
of  the  lessor,  which  is  no  parcel  of  the  demise,  or  to  pay 
any  collateral  sum  to  the  lessor,  or  to  a  stranger,  it  shall 
not  bind  the  assignee,  because  it  is  merely  collateral, 
and  in  no  manner  touches  or  concerns  the  thing  that 
was  demised,  or  that  is  assigned  over ;  and,  therefore, 
in  such  case  the  assignee  of  the  thing  demised  cannot  be 
charged  widi  it  no  more  than  any  other  stranger." 

The  mill  was  not  in  esse  at  the  time  of  the  demise; 
the  waste  on  which  it  was  to  be  built  was  not  demised ; 
and  the  mill  was  no  more  necessarily  connected  with  the 
mines  than  a  cx>rn  mill  with  the  cullivation  and  growth 
of  com.     Nor,  if  it  had  been  built,  could  the  Plaintiff 

singly 
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singly  have  had  any  right  to  it  In  Fyvyan  v.  Arthur  {a\ 
and  Vernon  v.  Smith  {b\  the  subject  in  dispute  was  clearly 
attached  to  the  property  demised. 

Aldersonj  contra^  was  stopped  by  the  Court* 

Alexander  C.  B.  (c)  Two  points  have  been  raised 
in  this  case.  First,  -whether  there  be  any  covenant  on 
the  part  of  the  Defendant  below  to  erect  a  smelting  mill; 
and,  secondly,  whether  such  a  covenant,  if  it  exist,  runs 
with  tlie  land.  And,  first,  we  are  all  of  opinion  that  in 
this  demise  there  is  a  distinct  covenant  on  the  part  of 
the  Defendant  below  to  erect  a  smelting  mill.  Any 
words  in  a  deed  which  shew  an  agreement  to  do  a  thing 
amount  to  a  covenant ;  Com.  Dig,  Covenant  $  and  here 
it  is  recited,  that  the  Defendant  and  others  had,  with 
the  permission  of  Sir  C.  Turner  and  two  others,  taken 
down  a  smelting  mill,  and  did  engage  to  erect  at  their 
own  expense  a  smelting  mill  of  larger  dimensions; 
which  mill  it  had  been  agreed  should  belong  to  Sir 
C  Turner  and  the  two  others  in  lieu  of  the  mill  so  taken 
down.  And  then  Sir  C.  Twiier  demises  *'  all  that  un- 
divided third  part  or  share  of  the  said  Sir  C.  Turner  of 
and  in  all  and  singular  the  mines,  veins,  pipes,  floats, 
strings,  and  parcels  of  lead,  tin  and  copper  ore,  and 
other  minerals  and  fossils  of  what  nature  or  kind  soeveri 
which  were  then  known,  found,  or  discovered,  or  gotten^ 
in,  within,  upon,  from,  or  under  all  the  moors,  commons, 
wastes,  and  unenclosed  lands,  situate,  lying,  or  being  in, 
within,  or  parcel  of  the  several  manors  or  lordships  of 
Ai'kindale^  New  Forest^  and  Hope^  in  the  county  of  York^ 
or  any  of  them;  and  also  of  and  in  all  mines  and  seams  of 


(a)  xB.  Cs?C.4io. 

(r)    Tindal  C.  J.  was  absent. 
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coaly  and  quarries  of  stone,  in  or  within  the  said  manors 
or  lordships,  or  reputed  manors  or  lordships,  or  any  of 
them,  or  any  part  thereof  respectively;  and  also  of  and  in 
all  smehing  mills,  stamping  mills,  refining  mills,  store- 
houses, workhouses,  smiths'  forges,  sheds,  hovels,  and 
buildings  standing  or  being  in  or  upon  any  part  of  the 
said  moors,  commons,  or  wastes,  which  then  were,  or  at 
any  time  theretofore  had  been  commonly  used  or  em- 
ployed for  mining  purposes :  and  with  full  power  (but  so 
fiir  only  as  Sir  C  Turner  could  lawfully  grant  the  same, 
and  not  otherwise,)  for  A,  5.,  J.  5.,  G.  Z).,  the  Defend- 
ant, W.  H.,  and  F.  /?.,  their  executors,  &c.  to  have  heap- 
room,  &c.  upon  the  said  moors,  commons,  wastes,  and 
unenclosed  lands,  for  laying,  placing,  &c.  the  ores,  &c. 
wrought  and  dug  out  of  the  mines  and  quarries,  of 
which  one  third  was  thereinbefore  demised,  and  with 
full  power  (so  far  as,  &c.)  to  turn  and  to  dig  water- 
courses, &c.  to  do  all  other  things  (hushing  only  ex- 
cepted) as  might  be  necessary ;  and  also  full  power  and 
authority  to  erect  or  build  in  or  upon  any  part  of  the 
said  moors,  commons,  wastes,  and  lands  then  unen- 
closed, all  such  smelting  mills,  stamping  mills,  &c.  as 
might  be  requisite  for  effectually  working  the  said 
mines :  Habendum^  to  A.  5.,  «7«  5.,  G.  Z).,  the  Defend- 
ant, fV.  H*.,  and  F.  //.,  for  nineteen  years :  and  the  De- 
fendant did  in  and  by  the  said  indenture,  for  himself 
and  his  heirs,  &c.  covenant,  promise,  and  agree  to  and 
with  the  said  Sir  C.  Turner^  his  heirs,  &c  that  the  said 
A.  &,  J.  5.,  G.  Z).,  the  Defendant,  fV.  H.j  and  F.  H., 
their  executors,  administrators,  and  assigns,  should  and 
would  during  the  continuance  of  the  said  demise,  main- 
tain, preserve,  and  keep  the  said  smelting  mill  engaged 
to  be  erected  and  built  by  them,  with  the  waterwheel 
to  the  same  belonging,  and  the  bobbies,  ore-houses,  and 
other  houses,  bingsteads,   sheds,  and  other  buildings 

already 
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dready  erected;  and  which  dmiiig  the  continraDoe  nf 
that  demise  shoidd  be  erected  contiguous  or  weai^  to  the 
said  mill,  in  good  and  snffident  conditimi  and  repair, 
and  should  at  die  expiration  or  other  sooner  detormia- 
ation  of  the  said  term  deliver  op  the  same  ivr  good  and 
su£Scient  condition  and  repair.** 

On  thifif  we  think  it  clear  that  there  is  a  coffemM 
binding  the  Defendant  and  his  assigns,  and  ^t  the 
assigns  of  Sir  C  Turner  are  entitled  to  the*  beneBt  ef  it. 

Spencer^B  case  lays  down  the  rule,  that  if  the  lessee 
covenant  for  him  and  his  assigns  to  do  any  thing  on  the 
land  demised,,  it  will  bittiet  the  ass^nee  though  the  ce^e^ 
nant  shoaM  extend  W a thiw^  to  beMwly  mad€^  And 
in  the  Mayor  o^  Cofigleton  V.  PatHson^{a\  Lord  EBe^ 
borough  says,  ^^  A  covenant  in  which  the  assignee  is  spe- 
cifically named,  thoagh  it  were  for  » thing  not  in  esse  at 
the  thne,  yet  being  specifically  named,  it  wonld  biM 
him,  if  it  affected  the  nature;  quality,  or  value  of  the 
thing  demised,  independently  of  collateral  circumstances; 
or  if  it  affected  the  mode  of  efffoying  k!*  That  is?  the 
mle  to  be  extracted  from  Spencer^sf  case'  and  from  dt 
which  have  followed  it. 

Much  of  the  argument  here  has  turned  on  Ae  aassp* 
don  that  lliere  is  no  conneotibn  between^  Ae  smehiBg 
mill  and  the  mines;  but  the  demise  is  of  mines,-  andef 
^  smelting  mills,  stamping  mills,  refining  mills,  store- 
houses, workhouses^  forges,  sheds,  hovdie,  and  bmfdingB 
standing  or  being  upon  any  of  the  said  commonly 
moors,  or  wastes,  with  full  power  fio  htfve  heap-roam 
upon  the  said  moors,  &c.  for  li^ng  and  placing  tk 
ores  dug  out  of  the  mines  ;**  and  it  is  imposbiUe  to 
doubt  that  the  demise  of  the  mines  is  immediately  cotf- 
nected  with  the  possession  of  the  smelting,  mill.    The 
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ciMy  dierefiMre^  falb  within  tbe  principle  liid  damn  bf        I8S0. 
Lord  EUeMbarough  in  tbe  decisiofi  refcnrrtd  toi,  and  tkM 
wa9  an  interest  nmning  with  the  land. 

It  has  been  urged,  indeedy  tbat  we  cannot  impty  a  Saiobon. 
covenant  by  the  Defendant  alone  where  there  is  an  ex- 
press agreement  by  the  Defendant  and  others  touching 
tbe*  same  sabject-matter.  But  the  agreement  is  several 
9»  well  as  joint,  and,  therefore,  the  judgment  by  the 
conrt  below  must  be  affirmed. 

Judgment  affirmed. 


Williams  t^.  Paul.  June  19. 

nPHE   PlaintifiTs   drover    being  on   a  journey   from  The  Defend- 

SusKx  to   Wales  with  sundry  beasts  belonging  to  f"f-^*PV* 

Jiciier  wiiicii 

hiB  master,  sold  three  cows  and  a  heifer  to  the  De-  ],e  }^^  bought 

fendant,  in  order  to  procure  funds  to  proceed  on  his  of  a  drover  on 

journey.     The  bargain  was  made,  and  the  price  (to  be  jfterWardT 

paid  in  tbree  months)  agreed  on,  on  a  Saturday  evening,  made  a  pro- 

tubject  to  tbe  Defendant's  approval  of  the  beasts  upon  ^^  ^^  ^y 
SDapection  the  next  morning.     Accordingly,  on^  Sunday      Held,  that 

the  Defendant  inspected  and  approved  the  beasts.    The  having  kept 

drover  proceeded  on  his  journey,  leaving  behind  the  three  ^^  ^^  liMe* 

•COWS,  and  a  heifer,  which  the  Defendant  alleged  was  not  at  all  events, 

tbe  one  he  had  chosen,  and  ultimately  refused  to  pay  °"  **  9^^' 

mr;  but  the  four  beasts  renamed  with  him.    Some  time  notwithstand- 

aAerwards  the  Defendant^  being  applied  to  by  the  drover  i^g  the  con- 

fiar  the  pricey  said  he  would  settle  when  the  time  agreed  j^^^,^ 
on  was  up. 

The  heifer,  however,  remaining  unpaid  fbr,.  this  action 
was  commenced  for  the  price.  Bayley  J.,  before  whom 
the  cause  was  tried,  thought  the  Defendant  having  kept 

the 
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the  beast,  and  subsequently  promised  to  pay,  was  liable 
for  the  value  upon  a  quantum  meruit^  though  not  for  the 
price  agreed  on  by  the  bargain  completed  on  Sunday. 
A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintifi^ 

Andrevas  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  it  aside  and 
enter  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground  that  the  contract  was 
void  under  29  Car.  2.  c.  ?.»  being  a  contract  made  in  the 
Plaintiff's  ordinary  vocation,  and  completed  on  Sunday. 

Bompas  Serjt  shewed  cause.  This  contract  was  made 
on  Saturday^  and  the  mere  inspection  of  the  cattle  on 
Sunday  did  not  render  it  void,  otherwise  the  statute 
would  become  the  instrument  of  gross  injustice  if  the 
Defendant  be  permitted  to  keep  the  beast  without  pay- 
ing for  it.  But,  at  all  events,  the  Defendant  having 
retained  the  beast,  and  having  afterwards  promised  to 
pay  for  it,  is  liable  upon  the  new  promise.  In  Bloxsome 
V.  WiUiams{a\  Fennell  v.  Ridler(b\  and  Smith  v. 
Sparrow  (c),  the  contract  was  clearly  made  on  Sunday^ 
and  there  was  no  subsequent  promise. 


*  • 


Andrews.  This  falls  within  the  principle  of  all  the 
preceding  cases,  and  if  the  Defendant  be  held  liable  on 
a  quantum  meruit  because  he  retains  the  beast,  a  mode 
is  pointed  out  by  which  the  statute  may  be  eluded  in  all 


cases. 


Park  J.  (d)  I  should  be  sorry  to  be  supposed  to 
recede  from  the  cases  decided  on  this  point,  and  the 
principle  established  to  enforce  the  observance  of  the 
Lord's  day,  which  tends  so  eminently  to  the  advantage 


(a)  3  S.  CsT  C.  a32. 

(b)  5  JJ.  ^  C.  406. 


(c)  4  Bingb.  84. 

[d)  TifuUtlQ.  J.  was  absent. 


of 


IN  THS  Eleventh  Year  of  GEO.  IV. 

of  society,  since  no  laws  can  be  of  avail  except  in  so  &r 
as  they  are  founded  on  religion. 

I  think  that  the  contract  m  this  case  was  made  on 
Sunday^  because  the  bargain  on  Saturdm/  was  incomplete, 
and  came  to  no  conclusion  till  the  Defendant  had  in- 
spected the  cattle  on  Sunday. 

However,  we  hold  the  Defendant  liable  on  the  gronnd 
taken  by  the  learned  Judge  at  the  trial,  although  we 
regret  to  be  obliged  to  come  to  this  conclusion,  because 
it  may  have  a  tendency  to  defeat  the  statute.  But  here 
it  appears  that  the  Defendant  not  only  retained  the 
animal,  but  made  a  new  promise  to  pay  subsequendy  to 
the  Sunday^  and  his  present  refusal  is  not  consistent  with 
the  practice  of  a  very  sincere  Christian. 


6SB 


ISSO. 


Gaselee  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  contract  was 
made  on  Sunday,  but  what  passed  afterwards  is  sufficient 
to  sustain  the  verdict.  The  subsequent  promise  was 
sufficient  on  the  quantum  meruit,  or  as  a  ratification  of 
the  agreement  of  Saturday. 

BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion,  and  think 
the  ground  taken  by  the  learned  Judge  at  the  trial 
correct.  The  original  contract  was  on  Sunday  ^  but 
the  thing  sold  was  left  in  the  possession  of  the  De- 
fendant Some  time  afterwards  he  promised  to  pay; 
and  the  jury  having  found  the  value,  there  is  no  ground 
for  impeaching  the  verdict. 

Rule  discharged. 


Vol.  VI 
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Roe  dem.  Durant  v.  Moore. 


Surety  recog-    T  ^  this  case  the  tenant  having  been  admitted  to  defend 

nizance  in  instead  of  the  casual  ejector,  put  in  sureties  to  abide 

ejectment  pur-  •'  ^ 

•uanttoxG.4.  the  result  of  the  cause  pursuant  to  the  statute  iG.i. 

e.  87.  how        ^^  317^     See  aniej  p.  574.     And  upon  an  objection  taken 

by  Wilde  Seijt,  it  was  ordered  that  the  recognizance  of 
sureties  should  be  taken  in  the  cause  entitled  as  abovc^ 
and  not  in  the  cause  as  originally  entitled,  Moe  d.  Durani 
V.  Doe^  Moore  tenant;  because  it  would  be  in  the 
cause  entided  as  above  that  the  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  if 
successful,  would  have  his  claim  on  the  sureties. 

These  sureties  appeared  to  be  the  first  taken  since  the 
statute  in  either  court. 


Jime  14.      Adams  v.  Gibney,  sued  with  Elizabeth  Maru 

Peyton,  Executor  of  J.  R.  Peyton. 


Tenant  for       HTHE  declaration  stated,  that,  on  the  20th  of  November 

lj£^  remainder  ^g^j    .    indenture  between  J.  R.  Peyton  of  the  one 

over,  by  in-  '     •'  »^ 

denture  de-       part,  and  the  PlaintiiF  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting 

mUes  to  lessee,  ^^3^  j^^  Plaintiff  had  agreed  with  J.  R.  Peyton  for  a 

his  executon, 

&c.,  for  fifteen  lease  of  Wakelmrst  Park  for  the  term  of  fifteen  years  from 

years,  without  March  then  last  past,  subject  to  the  covenants  therein- 
any  express 

covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment ;  lesssee  is  evicted  by  remainder-man  after  death  of 
tenant  for  life,  and  before  expiration  of  the  fifteen  years  :  Held,  that  lessee  cannot 
maintain  covenant  against  executor  of  tenant  for  life. 

after 
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after  contained,  it  was  witnessed,  that  for  and  in  consider- 
ation of  the  rent,  covenants,  and  agreements  thereinafter 
contained,  J,  R.  Peyton  had  demised  certain  premises 
to  the  Plaintiff,  containing  500  acres,  &c.  (subject  to 
certain  exceptions  and  reservations;)  Habendum  from 
the  25th  of  March  1821  for  fifteen  years  at  the  rent  of 
40/.  per  annum,  clear  of  all  taxes  except  poors'  rates ; 
which  poors*  rates  were  to  be  paid  by  J,  R,  Peyton^  his 
executors,  or  administrators,  or  such  other  person  or 
persons  as  should  for  the  time  being  be  entitled  to  the 
reversion  and  inheritance  of  the  said  premises; 

And  the  Plaintiff  for  himself,  his  executors,  adminis- 
trators, and  assigns,  did  thereby  covenant,  promise,  and 
agree  to  and  with  the  said  J.  R.  Peyton^  and  to  and 
with  all  and  every  such  person  and  persons  as  should  for 
the  time  being  be  entitled  to  the  reversion  and  inherit- 
ance of  the  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof,  in  manner 
and  form  following;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  Plaintiff,  his 
executors,  administrators,  or  assigns  should  and  would 
from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times  during  the  conti- 
nuance of  the  term  thereby  demised,  well  and  truly  pay, 
or  cause  to  be  paid  unto  the  said  J.  R.  Peyton^  his  heirs, 
executors,  or  administrators,  or  to  such  other  person  or 
persons  as  aforesaid,  the  said  yearly  rent  of  40/.  of  law- 
ful current  money  as  aforesaid  upon  the  several  days  and 
times,  and  in  the  manner  thereinbefore  mentioned :  he 
also  covenanted  not  to  cut  down,  lop,  top,  stub  up,  or 
destroy  any  of  the  trees  thereinbefore  excepted,  or  else 
to  pay  the  sum  of  20/.  per  load  for  trees  so  lopped,  &c. 
to  the  said  J.  R.  Peyton^  or  such  person  or  persons  as 
aforesaid :  a  new  fence  was  to  be  made  all  round  the 
park,  at  the  joint  expense  of  both  lessor  and  tenant; 
and  c7.  JR.  Peyton  was  to  put  the  messuage  on  the  pre- 
mises into  good  and  tenan table  repair  :  the  said  fence, 
building,  and  messuage  was  to  be  thenceforth  kept  in 
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repair  by  the  Plainti£^  and  J.  R.  Peyton  was  to  proTide 
thirty  new  rabbit  hutches  for  the  use  of  the  Plaintiff: 
and  it  was  covenanted  that  it  should  and  might  be  lawful 
for  the  Plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assign^ 
at  any  time  or  times  during  the  continuance  of  the 
term  thereby  demised,  to  cut  down  the  underwood  that 
might  be  standing  and  growing  on  the  dMiised  pre- 
mises, at  such  age  as  he  or  they  should  think  fit,  and 
take  and  carry  away  the  same  for  his  and  their  own  use 
and  benefit ;  and  also  that  he,  the  said  J.  R.  Peytortf  his 
heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,  or  such  other  per^ 
son  or  persons  as  aforesaid,  should  and  would,  at  the 
end,  expiration,  or  other  sooner  determination  of  the 
said  demise  and  lease,  pay  the  Plaintiff,  his  execnton» 
administrators  or  assigns,  for  the  underwood  then  stand* 
ing  and  growing  on  the  demised  premises  down  to 
the  stem,  and  also  for  the  stock  of  rabbits  that  might 
then  be  thereon,  as  the  same  should  be  valued  and  ap- 
praised by  two  indifferent  persons,  one  to  be  chosen  by 
each  party,  and  in  case  they  could  not  agrees  by  a 
third  person  to  be  appointed  by  them  for  an  umpire^ 
whose  valuation  and  appraisement  should  be  final  and 
conclusive,  and  the  amount  thereof  be  paid  by  the  said 
c7.  R.  Peyton,  his  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators  to 
the  Plaintiff,  his  executors,  administrators,  or  assigns* 

The  Plaintiff  entered  the  20th  o(  November  1821,  and 
averred,  that  he  well  and  truly  performed  all  things  en 
his  part  contained  in  the  said  indenture. 

Breach  —  That  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  making 
the  said  indenture,  and  from  thence  until  and  at  the 
time  of  the  death  of  the  said  J.  R.  Peyton,  he,  the  said 
J.  R.  Peyton  was  only  seised  of  the  demised  premises  in 
his  demesne  as  of  freehold  for  the  term  of  his  natural- 
life,  and  was  not  by  law  empowered,  authorized,  or  en- 
titled to  grant  or  demise  to  the  Plaintiff  the  demised 
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premises  for  the  said  term  of  fideen  years  in  manner 
aforesaid,  or  for  any  period  beyond  the  term  of  the  life 
of  the  said  J,  R.  Peyton^  so  as  to  bind  the  person  entitled 
to  the  freehold  of  the  demised  premises,  upon  the  death 
of  the  said  Jl  R.  Peyton^  or  to  render  such  term  and 
lease   obligatory   upon   such   person:    that  whilst   the 
Plaintiff  was  possessed  of  the  said  term  by  the  said 
indenture  granted,  to  wit,  on   the  1st  of  April  1825, 
the  said  J.  R.  Peyton  died,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  and  there** 
upon  the  said   term  ended   and  was   determined  and 
became  void,  and  one  Joseph  John  Wakehurst  Peyton 
then  and  there  became  and  was  entitled  to   the   free- 
hold and  inheritance  of  the  demised  premises  and  the 
possession  thereof,  and   laid  claim   to   and  demanded 
of  the  Plaintiff  the  immediate  possession  of  the  said 
.  premises  in  breach  of  the  said  indenture :    that  there- 
upon, afterwards,  to  wit,  in  Trinity  term  in  the  seventh 
year  of  the  reign  of  our  lord  the  now  king,  a  certain 
action  of  ejectment  was  commenced  and  prosecuted  by 
and  on  the  behalf  of  the  said  J.  J.  W.  Peyton^  wherein 
John  Doe  was  the  nominal  Plaintiff,  against  the  said 
now  Plaintiff  Thomas  Adamsj  for  the  recovery  of  the  pos- 
session of  the  premises  so  demised  by  the  said  indenture : 
That,  on  the  2d  of  December  1826,  notice  was  given  to 
J.  R.  Peyton^ s  executors  that  the  now  Plaintiff  would  hold 
them  responsible  for  all  damages,  costs,  losses,  or  ex- 
penses he  might  sustain  or  incur  by  reason  of  the  said 
i^on,  in  the  event  of  the  Plaintiff  therein  succeeding  in 
sach  action,  or  the  said  Thomas  being  interrupted  in  the 
possession  or  enjoyment  of  the  said  tenements,  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  evicted  therefrom  during  the  remainder  of  the 
said  term  of  fifteen  years  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said 
ejectment,  or  by  reason  of  any  defect  of  title  or  inability 
of  the  said «/.  R*  Peyton  to  grant  the  said  lease  to  the 
said  Thomas  as  aforesaid :  that  the  Defendants  refused  tp 
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settle  such  action  of  ejectment:  that  the  now  Plaintiff 
accordingly  defended  the  said  action,  being  ignorant 
whether  J.  J.  W.  Peyton  had  or  not  full  right  and 
title  to  the  premises:  that  in  Easter  term  1827  judg^ 
ment  was  recovered  in  the  said  action  of  ejectment; 
whereupon  the  now  Plaintiff  was  forced  to  deliver, 
and  did  deliver  up  the  possession  of  the  premises 
to  J.  J.  W.  Peyton :  that  the  now  Plaintiff  sust^ned 
damage  thereby  for  loss  of  the  enjoyment  of  the  pre- 
mises, and  also  did,  on  the  26th  May  1827,  pay  the 
damages  and  costs  sustained  in  the  said  action  of 
ejectment,  amounting  to  the  sum  of  189/.;  also  his  own 
costs  of  defending  the  said  action:  that  in  Hilary 
term  1 828,  an  action  of  trespass  was  brought  by  J.  J. 
W.  Peyton  for  mesne  profits,  and  on  the  22d  February 
1828,  the  now  Plaintiff  gave  the  now  Defendants,  as, 
executrix  and  executors,  notice  of  such  action  :  that  m 
Hilary  term  1829  the  costs  and  damages  recovered  in 
the  last-mentioned  action  were  477/.9  and  that  the  now 
Plaintiff's  own  costs  incurred  in  the  said  last-mentioned 
action  were  200/.:  that  on  the  15th  Fehruaiy  1827,  ft 
bill  in  Chancery  was  filed  by  J.  J.  fV.  Peyton  to  restnun 
the  commission  of  waste,  and  an  injunction  obtained; 
and  that  Plaintiff  was  hindered  and  prevented  from 
cutting  the  underwood  by  reason  of  the  lease  being 
determined. 

Second  breach,  —  That  there  was  a  large  quantity  of 
underwood  and  stock  of  rabbits  on  the  premises,  which 
underwood  and  rabbits  the  now  Plaintiff  resigned  on  the 
premises,;  and  that  he  was  always  ready  to  appoint  a 
proper  person  to  value  the  underwood  and  rabbits,  and 
on  the  2d  December  1826  gave  notice  to  that  effect^  but 
that  Defendant  refused  to  concur. 

There  were  various  pleas,  which  the  Plaintiff  replied 
to;  and  the  Defendant  having  demurred  to  the  repli- 
cation, 
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cation,  upon  the  argument,  in  Easter  term,  excepted 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  above  declaration. 

Scfiven  Serjt.  in  support  of  the  demurrer.  The 
action  does  not  h'e.  Where  there  is  no  express  covenant 
for  quiet  enjoyment,  a  covenant  to  that  effect  may  in 
general  be  implied  from  the  lessor's  taking  on  himself  to 
demise :  Nokes*s  case  (a) :  and  the  lessee,  or  his  repre- 
sentatives, will  be  liable  on  such  a  covenant,  if  it  be 
violated  during  the  term  by  himself  or  persons  claiming, 
through  him :  Stile  v.  Herring  (i) ;  or  if  he  have  no  tide, 
and  the  lessee  cannot  lawfully  enter.  But  if  he  have 
tide  to  devise  in  the  first  instance,  although  the  term  be 
liable  to  be  determined  on  an  event  over  which  the 
lessor  has  no  control,  the  word  demise  will  not  amount 
to  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  absolutely,  but 
merely  to  a  warranty  that  the  lessee  shall  enjoy  the  term 
as  far  as  concerns  the  lessor  and  persons  claiming 
through  him,  and  independenUy  of  the  collateral  event 
over  which  the  lessor  has  no  control.  If  the  lessee 
require  an  indemnity  against  such  collateral  event,  he 
must  insist  on  an  express  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment. 

The  covenant  in  law,  giving  a  right  to  damages  for 
eviction,  ceased  with  the  estate  which  passed  by  the 
demise,  and  determined  with  the  death  of  the  lessor. 

In  Swan  v.  Searles  (c),  it  was  expressly  decided  that 
this  action  is  not  maintainable  against  the  represent- 
atives of  the  lessor^  if  the  term  ends  by  a  collateral 
determination ;  ex,  gr.^  his  death ;  or  against  himself,  if  it 
-ends  by  the  death  of  a  cestui  que  vie,  before  eviction. 

In  Stile  V.  Herrings  and  the  cases  which  decide  that 
the  action  is  maintainable  where  there  is  not  any  right 
in  the  lessor  to  make  any  demise,  and  the  lessee  does 
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not  and  cannot  lawfully  enter,  the  estate  has  notf  by 
law,  any  collateral  determination.  It  is  by  law  a  lease 
between  the  parties  for  certun  years  absolutely,  and  an 
evicUon  at  any  time  during  those  years  is  a  breach  of 
the  covenant,  because  it  is  an  eviction  while  the  term  i% 
88  between  the  parties,  continuing.  But  in  the  present 
Case,  as  in  Stoan  ▼.  Searles^  and  in  Bragg  t.  WUt' 
tnan  (a),  the  lease  has  in  point  of  law  a  collateral  deter- 
mination ;  the  term  ceases  by  death,  and  with  the  term 
ceases  the  covenant  or  warranty  for  enjoyment,  whidi 
the  law  raises  from  the  word  demise. 

As  the  lessee  is  by  the  determination  of  the  lease 
discharged  from  the  payment  of  rent  and  other  services, 
so  the  lessor  is,  by  the  collateral  determinadcm,  dis- 
charged from  his  warranty  or  covenant  for  quiet  enjoy- 
ment. The  rights  and  remedies  are  redprocaL  In 
Owetij  105.  one  of  the  reasons  assigned  against  the 
daim  of  the  lessee  is,  that  the  lessee  is  not  termor  at  the 
time  of  the  disturbance,  in  effect,  because  his  estate  is 
determined  before  the  disturbance,  by  the  death  of  the 
tenant  for  life,  &c. 

The  same  principle  is  established  in  HydeY.  T^Canmu 
of  Windsor  (b);  is  recognized  inShepherd^s  Touchstone,  165. 
178.,  and  the  following  authorities: — Fiiz.N.B.1^ 
146.  and  note;  Year  Book  32  H. 6.  foL  S2. ;  Com.  Dig. 
Cau.(F);  Bac.  Abr.  Leases,  Covenant  (E);  Vin.  Abr. 
Coo.  (D);  2  Bl.  Com.  S04.;  Cheiny  v.  Langley  {c\  An- 
drern^s  case  {d),  Procter  v.  Johnson,  je)  The  passage  in 
Co.  Lit.  389.  ^1  which  states  that  there  can  be  no  war- 
ranty of  chattels,  real  or  personal,  seems  to  conflict 
with  the  other  authorities,  but  is  clearly  outweighed  by 
them. 


(d)  I  Browni.  %%. 
\b)  Cro.  El.  ssz. 
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Bompas 


IN  TftE  Eleventh  Year  of  GEO.  IV.  665^ 

Bompas  Seijt,  contrd.     First,  a  covenant  and  not  a        18S0. 
mere  warranty  is  to  be  implied  from  the  word  demise  i 
and,  secondly,  an  express  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment 
may  be  collected  from  the  whole  of  this  contract 

A  warranty  doth  not  extend  to  any  lease,  though  it 
be  for  many  thousand  years,  or  any  other  chattel,  but 
only  to  freehold  or  inheritances :  Co.  Lit.  S89.  a.  And 
a  covenant  is  not  confined  to  any  technical  form  of 
expression ;  it  results  from  the  whole  object  of  the  con- 
tract between  the  parties;  Coml  Dig.  Coo.  (A) 2.  Holder 
Y.  Taylor  (a) ;  and  when  the  lessor  here  says  he  hcis  de- 
mised, the  expression  implies  that  he  has  the  power  to 
do  so,  and  to  secure  to  the  lessee  an  enjoyment  co- 
extensive  with  the  term :  otherwise  he  imposes  on  the 
lessee,  and  obtains  a  consideration  for  that  which  he 
cannot  make  good. 

In  Burnett  v.  Lynch  (£),  Littledale  J.  says,  ^^  An  action 
of  covenant  will  lie  by  the  lessee  against  the  lessor  upon 
the  word  ^demise'  in  the  lease;  thai  word  imports 
a  covenant  in  law  on  the  part  of  the  lessor  that  he  has 
good  title,  and  that  the  lessee  shall  quietly  enjoy  during 
the  term ;  and,  therefore,  if  the  lessee  be  ousted  during 
the  term,  an  action  of  covenant  will  lie  by  him  against 
the  lessor."  And  in  Iggulden  v.  May  (c),  Eldon  C.  says, 
**  There  is  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  under  the 
words  ^  granted  and  demised: '  a  covenant  for  payment 
of  rent  under  the  words  ^  jrielding  and  paying:'  and 
other  covenants  under  other  general  words  in  this  lease. 
In  a  court  of  law,  generally,  the  construction  ought  to 
be  as  to  both  the  express  and  implied  covenants :  more 
peculiarly,  where  there  is  but  one  express  covenant ;  and 
upon  the  ordinary  sense,  it  is  supposed  to  mean  express 

{a)  Hob.  I  a.  (If)  s^.^C.  609  (c)  9  Fes.  323* 
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covenants  only.  It  was  settled  so  long  ago  as  the  time  of 
Siderfinj  tliat  where  a  bond  is  given,  generally  for  per" 
forraance  of  covenants  in  a  lease,  it  extends  to  protect 
breaches  of  implied,  as  well  as  express,  covenants;  and  if 
rent  is  not  paid,  or  there  is  an  eviction,  the  bond  is 
forfeited  for  breach  of  the  two  implied  covenants  I  have 
mentioned." 

All  the  cases  referred  to  in  support  of  the  demurrer 
rest  on  Cheity  v.  LangUy^  which  is  no  authority  for 
the  propositions  to  which  the  subsequent  decisions  have 
extended ;  for  iii  Cheiny  v.  Langley^  the  defendant 
only  sold  his  interest,  such  as  it  was,  without  assuming 
to  convey  any  other  definite  interest  to  the  purchaser. 
Btngg  v.  Wiseman^  therefore,  cannot  be  law,  if  it  rest  for 
support  solely  on  Cheiny  v.  Langley.  In  Swan  v.  SearkSf 
as  appears  from  the  pleadings  set  out  in  Bendloe  l^S*^ 
the  action  was  brought,  not  for  damages,  but  for  the 
term  itself,  which  having  been  determined,  could  not  be 
recovered  :  and  that  case  has  been  doubted.  Vin.  Abr. 
Caoenant  (D).  Wentw.  Executor,  126.  RolL  Abr.  82.  a. 
In  Andretx£%  case,  and  Procter  v.  Johnson,  the  action  was 
also  brought  to  recover  the  term.  And  the  passage  in 
Fitz.  N.B.  145,  146.  may  be  explained  by  distributing 
the  covenant  according  to  the  subject  matter  to  which  it 
applies,  reddendo  singula  singtdis. 

But,  secondly,  here  is  a  recital  of  an  agreement  for  k 
lease  for  fifteen  years,  and  that  agreement  amounts  to  a 
trovenant  sufficiently  express  to  support  this  action.  In 
order  to  ascertain  the  covenants  to  which  the  parties 
have  rendered  themselves  liable,  the  tecital  in  an  in* 
denture  is  as  operative  as  any  other  part  3  KeUe,  465^ 
{^Park  J.  Lord  Kenyon  reprimanded  me  when  I  was  at 
the  bar  for  citing  Kebtc.']     Severn  v.  Gierke,  {a) 


{a)   I  Leon,  laa. 
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Scriven.  A  recital  in  a  deed  containing  express 
covenants  cannot  be  set  up  as  an  express  covenant 
in  itself,  contrary  to  the  intention  to  be  collected  from 
the  operative  part  of  the  deed ;  and  tlierefore  it  comes 
round  to  the  same  question,  whether  a  covenant  for 
quiet  enjoyment  can  in  this  case  be  implied  from  the 
word  demise.  Holder  v.  Taylor  does  not  apply,  for  the 
action  was  brought  in  respect  of  a  disturbance  by  the 
covenantor  himself.  And  the  dicta  which  have  been 
cited  are  applicable  only  to  cases  of  that  description. 
There  is  no  hardship  in  the  present  case,  for  the  lessee 
is  discharged  from  his  obligations  under  the  lease,  and 
it  was  his  business  to  have  exacted  an  express  covenant^ 
if  he  proposed  an  indemnity  for  the  loss  of  any  portion 
of  the  fifteen  years.  Caveat  Emptor.  He  could  scarcely, 
however,  have  been  ignorant  of  his  situation,  for  his 
covenants  are  not  with  the  lessor,  his  heirs  and  exe- 
cutors, but  with  the  party  interested  for  the  time  being. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


18S0. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  in  this  case  arises  upon 
a  demtirrer  to  the  replication  to  one  of  the  pleas  of  the 
Defendant,  which  plea  is  pleaded  to  the  breach  of 
covenant  firstly  assigned  in  the  declaration,  that  is,  to 
a  breach  of  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment ;  and  as  the 
Defendant  insists  that  it  appears  on  the  record  that  no 
action  is  maintainable  against  him  as  executor  on  such 
supposed  breach,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider 
any  of  the  pleadings  subsequent  to  the  declaration. 

The  question,  therefore,  becomes  diis :  tenant  for  life, 
remainder  over,  by  indenture  demises  to  the  lessee,  his 
executors,  &c.  for  the  term  of  fifteen  years,  without  any 
express  covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment;  the  lessee  is 
evicted  by  the  remainder-man,  after  the  deatli  of  tenant 
for  life,  but  before  the  expiration  of  the  fifteen  years : 

whether 


666 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 


1880. 
Adams. 
GiBNJBnr. 


whether  the  lessee  can  maintain  en  action  of  covenant 
against  the  executor  of  tenant  for  life  in  respect  of  sncb 
eviction  ? 

That  the  word  demise  in  a  lease  for  years  imports 
and  makes  a  covenant  in  law  for  quiet  enjoyment 
by  the  lessee,  at  least  during  the  continuance  of  the 
estate  out  of  which  the  lease  is  granted,  is  clear  from  all 
the  authorities,  and  is  admitted  by  the  Defendant ;  but 
it  is  contended  on  his  part,  that  such  implied  covenant 
ceases  with  his  estate,  as  well  upon  the  ground  that  it  is 
rather  m  the  nature  of  an  implied  warranty  than  an 
implied  covenant,  as  upon  the  direct  authority  of  de- 
cided cases. 

If  it  had  been  necessary  to  determine  this  case  upon 
the  ground  of  distinction  above  referred  to,  consider- 
able doubt  would  be  thrown  upon  such  distinction  in 
the  case  of  a  chattel  real,  by  the  authority  of  Co.  Liit. 
S89«  a,  where  it  is  laid  down  ^^  That  a  warranty  cannot 
be  annexed  to  chattels  real  or  personal, — but  if  a  man 
warrant  them,  the  party  shall  have  covenant.''     We 
think,  however,  it  is  sufficient  to  say,  that  the  cases 
which  have  been  decided  on  the  precise  point  now 
raised,  are  too  strong  to  get  over.     Such  is  the  case  iii 
Dyer  257.  a,  determined  in  Michaelmas  term  8  &  9  EHu 
The  lease  in  that  case,  as  in  the  present,  was  by  in- 
denture made  by  tenant  for  life,  by  the  word  demise. 
The  ouster  in  that  case,  as  in  this,  was  by  the  remainder- 
man after  the  death  of  the  tenant  for  life,  and  before  the 
effluxion  of  the  term.     The  action  in  that  case  also^  as 
in  this,  was  an  action  against  the  executors  of  the  lessor, 
to  recover  damages  for  the  breach  of  covenant.     (See 
the  form  of  the  declaration  in  Bendlo^s  Rep.  150.) 
And  after  two  arguments  it  was  held  in  that  case  by 
three  of  the  justices,  ^*  That  the  executors  should  not 
be  charged  by  this  covenant  in  law— because  the  cove- 
nant 
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nant  in  law  ends  and  determines  with  the  estate  and 
interest  of  the  lessor ; "  also,  ^^  That  no  cause  of  action 
is  given  against  the  testator  in  his  lifetime.'*  And, 
although  one  of  the  justices  differed  from  the  rest,  yet 
he  admitted,  if  the  lease  had  been  by  deed-poll  instead 
of  by  indenture,  he  should  have  agreed  with  his  com* 
panions :  a  distinction  which  is  not  assented  to  by  the 
learned  reporter. 

The  same  principle  is  laid  down  in  Hyde  v.  The 
Canons  of  Windsor,  and  in  the  case  of  Bragg  v.  Wise- 
man,  where  covenant  is  brought  against  the  executor  of 
the  husband  upon  a  lease  by  husband  and  wife,  and  it  is 
laid  down  ^^  That  a  covenant  in  law  shall  not  be  ex- 
tended to  make  one  do  more  than  he  can,  which  was  to 
warrant  it  as  long  as  he  lived,  and  no  longer." 

Unless,  therefore,  some  very  strong  and  insuperable 
objection  had  been  raised  to  the  principle  of  those  deci- 
sions, which  has  not  been  done  in  the  present  case,  we 
think  it  safer  to  adhere  to  them,  the  doctrine  of  which 
appears  to  have  been  adopted  in  books  of  high  autho- 
rity; amongst  others  see  Shepherd^ s  Touchstone^  160.^ 
and  Com.  Dig.  Covenantee).  And  no  injustice  can  be 
occasioned  to  the  lessee  by  this  decision,  who  must  have 
known,  from  the  form  of  the  reservation  in  the  lease,  that 
his  lessor  was  no  more  than  a  tenant  for  life,  but  was 
contented  to  accept  a  lease  without  an  express  covenant 
for  quiet  enjoyment. 

It  remains  only  to  notice  one  argument  urged  by  the 
Plaintiff;  namely,  that  although  the  action  may  not  be 
maintainable  upon  the  covenant  to  be  implied  from  the 
word  demise,  yet  that  there  is  a  recital  of  an  agree* 
ment  for  a  lease  for  fifteen  years,  and  that  such  agree- 
ment would  of  itself  be  a  sufficient  express  covenant  to 
support  the  action.  But  the  recital  is  not  of  an  agree- 
ment for  a  lease  for  fifleen  years  absolutely,  but  for  a 
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lease  for  fifteen  years  "  subject  to  the  covenants  there- 
inafter contained."  So  that  the  demise  by  the  indenture, 
is  the  completion  and  perfoimance  of  that  agreementt 
and  the  question  still  turns  upon  the  lease  itself,  whether 
the  lease  contains  such  ground  of  action  as  is  con- 
tended for. 

Upon  the  whole,  therefore,  we  think  there  must  be 
judgment  for  the  Defendant  as  to  so  much  of  the  de- 
claration as  is  covered  by  the  plea  demurred  to. 

Judgment  for  Defendant  accordingly. 


June  lit 


WoRMWELL  V.  Hailstone. 


In  an  action 
against  the 
clerk  of  the 
truttees  of  a 
turnpike  road, 
under  a  sta- 
tute which 
permits  the 
trustees  to  sue 
and  be  sued 
in  the  name 
of  their  clerk, 
execution  can- 
not issue 
against  the 
clerk  person- 
ally. 


nPHIS  was  an  action  against  Samuel  Hailstone,  clerk 
to  trustees  acting  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  statute 
made  and  passed  in  the  sixth  year  of  the  reign  of  our 
lord  the  king,  for  repairing,  widening,  improving,  and 
maintaining  in  repair  the  turnpike  roads  from  Z^eeds  to 
Halifax^  and  the  several  branches  and  roads  therdn 
mentioned  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  Y^^t, 
that  is  to  say,  the  trustees  appointed  for  the  Thornton 
district  of  road  in  the  said  act  mentioned:  and  the 
first  count  of  the  declaration  sta^  that  the  said  trustees 
were  indebted  to  the  PlaintLOP  in  the  sum  of  800/.  for 
work  and  labour,  and  materials  found ;  and,  being  so 
indebted,  promised  to  pay.  A  verdict  having  been 
given  for  the  Plaintiff,  the  postea  was  entered  up  as 
follows :  — 

Afterwards,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  day  and  at  the 
place  within  contained,  before  the  Honorable  Sir  James 
Allan    Park,    knight,    one    of   his    majesty's    justices 
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assigned  to  hold  pleas  in  the  Court  of  our  lord  the 
king  of  the  Bench,  and  the  Honorable  Sir  James  Parke^ 
knight,  one  of  his  majesty's  justices  assigned  to  hold 
pleas  in  the  court  of  our  lord  the  king,  beiore  the  king 
himself,  and  justices  of  our  said  lord  the  king  assigned 
to  hold  the  assizes  in  and  for  the  county  of  York,  ac- 
cording to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made 
and  provided,  come  as  well  the  within-named  Plaintiff 
AS  the  within-named  Defendant,  by  their  respective 
attornies  within  mentioned;  and  the  jurors  of  the  jury 
whereof  mention  within  is  made,  being  summoned,  also 
come,  who  to  speak  the  truth  of  the  matters  within 
contained,  being  chosen,  tried,  and  sworn,  say,  upon 
their  oath,  that  the  trustees  within  mentioned  did  under- 
take and  promise  in  manner  and  form  as  the  said 
Plaintiff  hath  within  complained  against  the  said  De- 
fendant, and  they  assess  the  damages  of  the  said  Plain- 
tiff on  occasion  thereof,  over  and  above  his  costs  and 
charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in  this  behalf  expended, 
to  448/.  95. ;  and  for  those  costs  and  charges,  to  forty 
shillings.     Therefore,  &c. 

Judgment  was  hereon  signed  against  the  Defendant, 
upon  which  xijt.fa.  issued,  following  the  terms  of  the 
judgment,  and  the  sheriff,  conformably  with  the^.  ^., 
issued  his  warrant  to  his  bailiffs,  commanding  that  they, 
some  or  one  of  them,  should  omit  not  by  reason  of  any 
liberty  within  his  county,  but  that  they  should  enter  the 
same,  and  cause  to  be  levied  of  the  goods  and  chattels  in 
his  bailiwick  of  Samuel  Hailstone,  clerk  to  the  trustees 
acting  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  statute  made  and  passed 
in  the  sixth  year  of  the  reign  of  our  Lord  the  now  King, 
for  repairing,  widening,  improving,  and  maintaining  in 
jepair  the  turnpike  roads  from  I^eeds  to  Halifax^  and 
the  several  branches  and  roads  therein  mentioned  in 
the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  that  is  to  say, 
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1830.       the  trustees  appointed  for  the  Thornton  district  of  road 
^      '  in  the  said  act  mentioned,  the  sum  of  525/.  14-5.,  which 

^,  in  his  said  Majesty's  court,  before  his  said  Majesty's 

Hailstonb.  justices  at  Westminster^  were  awarded  to  James  Worm* 
tJDeU  for  his  damages  which  he  had  sustained^  as  well 
by  reason  of  not  performing  certain  promises  and  un- 
dertakings made  by  the  said  trustees  to  the  said  JameSf 
as  for  his  costs  and  charges  by  him  about  his  suit  in 
that  behdf  expended,  whereof  the  said  Samuel  was  con- 
victed, as  appeared  to  his  said  Majesty  of  record,  &c. 

A  levy  having  been  made  of  the  goods  of  the  De- 
fendant, 

Jones  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  aside  the  exe- 
cution, on  the  ground  that  the  name  of  the  Defendant, 
as  clerk  to  the  trustees,  was  only  used  for  convenience^ 
and  that  he  was  not  personally  responsible  to  the 
Plaintiif. 

By  the  general  turnpike  act,  S  G.  4.  r.126.  5.  74.  it  id 
enacted,  '*  That  the  trustees  and  commissioners  of  every 
turnpike  road  may  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  name  or 
names  of  any  one  of  such  trustees  or  commissioners^  or 
of  their  clerk  or  clerks  for  the  time  being ;  and  that  no 
action  or  suit  to  be  brought  or  commenced  by  or  against 
any  trustees  or  commissioners  of  any  turnpike  road  by 
virtue  of  this  or  any  act  or  acts  of  parliament  in  the 
name  or  names  of  any  one  such  trustees  or  commis- 
sioners, or  their  clerk  or  clerks,  sh^l  abate  and  be 
discontinued  by  the  death  or  removal  of  sudi  trustee, 
commissioner,  clerk  or  clerks^  or  any  of  them^  withool 
the  consent  of  the  said  trustees  or  commissioners;  but 
that  any  one  of  such  trustees  or  commissioners  shsD 
always  be  deemed  to  be  the  plaintiff  or  plaind£&,  de* 
fendant  or  defendants  (as  the  case  may  be),  in  eveiy 
such  action  or  suit :  Provided  always,  that  every  saA 
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trustee,  commissioner,  clerk  or  clerks,  shall  be  reim- 
bursed and  paid,  out  of  the  monies  belonging  to  the 
turnpike  roads  for  which  he  or  they  shall  act,  all  such 
costs,  charges,  and  expenses  as  he  or  they  shall  be  put 
unto  or  become  chargeable  with,  or  be  liable  to,  by 
reason  of  his  or  their  being  so  made  plaintiff  or  plain- 
tiffs, defendant  or  defendants.'^ 

By  the  4  G.  4.  c.  95.  s.  61.  it  is  provided,  "  That  the 
trustees  or  commissioners  for  making  or  maintaining 
any  turnpike  road,  shall  not  be  personally  subject  to  or 
liable  to  be  charged  with  the  payment  of  any  sum  or 
sums  of  money  by  reason  of  their  having  signed  or 
executed  any  mortgage,  or  assignment  by  way  of  mort- 
gage, or  other  security,  to  be  made  by  viitue  or  in  pur- 
suance of  any  act  for  making  and  maintaining  any  turn- 
pike road :  Provided  always,  that  in  case  any  action, 
suit,  or  prosecution  shall  be  brought  or  commenced 
against  an}'  trustee  or  commissioner  for  any  thing  done 
by  virtue  or  in  pursuance  of  the  said  recited  act  of 
the  third  year  of  his  present  Majesty,  or  this  act,  or  any 
such  act  for  making  or  maintaining  any  turnpike  road, 
all  the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  of  defending  such 
action,  suit,  or  prosecution,  or  which  such  trustee  or 
commissioner  shall  incur  in  consequence  thereof^  shall 
be  defrayed  out  of  the  toll  arising  on  the  turnpike  road 
for  which  such  trustee  or  commissioner  shall  act." 

By  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  24.  s,  2.  it  is  enacted,  "  That  every 
trustee  who  shall  order  or  direct  the  expenditure  of  any 
money  for  or  towards  the  making,  repairing,  or  altering 
any  road  not  comprehended  within  the  act  in  the  exe- 
cution of  which  he  may  be  acting,  or  for  or  towards  the 
performance  of  any  act,  matter,  or  thing  not  authorized 
by  such  act  or  the  said  recited  acts,  shall  be  per- 
sonally liable  to  the  trust  for  the  repayment  of  the 
money  so  expended  at  the  suit  of  any  person,  or  any 
one  trustee,  or  of  the  clerk  to  such  trustee  on  behalf  of 
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such  trust,  and  that  all  the  costs  and  charges  of  such 
suit,  over  and  above  any  costs  and.  charge  recovered 
from  the  Defendant  in  such  suit,  shall  be  paid  and  borne 
by  such  trust"  And  by  the  third  section,  it  is  enacted^ 
^  That  no  trustee  shall  be  personally  subject  or  liable 
to  be  charged  (except  as  next  hereinbefore  mentioned), 
with  the  payment  of  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  laid  out 
or  expended  in  or  towards  the  making,  repairing,  or 
altering  any  turnpike  road,  nor  shall  execution  issue  out 
against  the  goods  and  chattels  of  any  trustee,  by  reason 
of  his  having  acted  as  such  trustee,  or  having  signed  or 
authorized,  or  directed  any  contract  or  security  to  be 
entered  into  relating  to  any  such  road,  unless  in  such 
contract  or  security  such  trustee  shall  have,  in  express 
words,  rendered  himself  so  personally  liable/' 

By  a  local  act,  6  G,  4.  c,  149.,  intituled,  <^  An  Act 
for  repairing,  widening,  improving,  and  maintaining  in 
repair  the  turnpike  roads  from  Leeds  to  Halifax^  and  the 
several  branches  and  roads  therein  mentioned  in  the 
West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York"  the  usual  powers 
are  given  to  the  trustees  therein  mentioned  for  making 
the  roads  and  branches  therein  described,  and  amongst 
others,  the  Thornton  district  of  road:  and  creditors  are 
enabled  to  have  access  to  the  books  of  the  trustees. 

Taking  all  these  acts  together,  it  appears  that  the 
clerk  of  the  trustees  is  only  the  formal  plaintiff  or  de- 
fendant, in  actions  by  or  against  trustees,  like  the 
fictitious  parties  in  the  action  of  ejectment  It  is  plain 
from  the  declaration  in  this  case,  that  the  trustees  are 
the  real  Defendants.  The  object  of  the  section,  which 
enables  creditors  to  sue  the  clerk,  was  to  prevent  the 
inconvenience  and  difficulty  of  suing  the  trustees,  a 
numerous  and  fluctuating  body ;  it  never  was  intended 
to  make  the  clerk  personally  responsible,  when  the 
trustees  are  personally  exempted,  but  that  the  remedy 
of  creditors  should  be  against  the  fund  of  the  road  :  as 
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by  a  maniianius  to  the  trustees ;  or  otherwise.  Great  in* 
convenience  would  be  experienced  in  making  the  clerk 
personally  liable;  as  if  he  were  to  die  after  judgment 
and  before  execution,  could  execution  issue  against  nis 
executor,  who  might  not  be  clerk,  or  his  successor,  who 
would  be  no  party  to  the  record  ?  The  local  act,  6  G.4. 
c.  149.  S5. 25.  27*,  enables  creditors  to  have  access  to  the 
books  of  the  trustees,  which  shews  that  the  legislature 
intended  their  remedy  should  be  on  the  funds  of  the 
road. 


1830.  . 
wormwell 
Haiustoni:. 


Wilde  Seijt.  shewed  cause.  The  creditor  is  permitted 
by  the  act  3  G.  4.  c.  126.  to  make  the  clerk  Defendant, 
and  there  is  nothing  in  the  act  to  exempt  him  from  the 
incidents  attaching  to  a  defendant  in  any  other  suit. 
It  Is  because  the  trustees  are  personally  exempted  that 
it  becomes  necessary  to  make  the  clerk  personally  re- 
sponsible; in  which  there  is  great  convenience  to  credi- 
tors, and  neither  inconvenience  nor  injustice  to  the  clerk : 
the  creditors  having  a  single  assignable  individual  to 
apply  to,  who,  by  his  influence  with  the  trustees,  is 
lik^y  to  obtain  payment  of  the  demand ;  and  the  clerk 
being  entitled  under  the  act  to  be  reimbursed  all  his  ex- 
penses, by  the  trustees:  for  the  word  expenses  must,  in 
common  parlance,  be  taken  to  cover  debt  and  damages. 
The  execution  must  pursue  the  form  of  the  judgment ;  the 
judgment  here  is  against  the  clerk,  and  would  be  fruit- 
less if  he  be  not  liable  to  execution.  In  the  riot  act, 
statutes  of  hue  and  cry,  dock  acts  and  others,  there  are 
explicit  directions  as  to  the  mode  of  obtaining  the  fruits 
of  a  judgment.  In  the  absence  of  any  such  directions 
here,  it  must  be  presumed  the  law  is  to  take  its  usual 
course.  The  statute  says,  the  clerk  shall  always  be 
deemed  to  be  defendant;  if  so,  he  must  be  defendant  for 
the  purposes  of  execution  as  well  as  for  the  purpose  of 
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appearance.  As  to  any  technical  difficulty  in  case  of 
hb  death,  the  plaintiff  is  not  to  be  deprived  of  his  re- 
medy where  the  clerk  is  alive,  because  the  legislature 
may  not  have  anticipated  or  provided  for  difficulties  in 
case  of  his  death.  But  in  the  spirit  of  the  enactment, 
which  enables  a  creditor  to  make  him  a  defendant  in  the 
first  instance,  the  Court  might,  upon  his  death,  permit 
the  plaintiff  to  enter  a  suggestion,  and  issue  a  scire  facias 
against  his  successor. 

Jones  was  heard  in  support  of  his  rule;  and  in  ad- 
dition to  the  arguments  urged  before,  observed  on  the 
hardship  of  the  clerk's  being  sent  to  gaol  for  a  debt  from 
which  his  principals  were  exempt  from  execution,  and 
the  absence  of  any  clause  in  the  acts  to  reimburse  him 
for  any  thing  but  costs  and  expenses,  which,  he  con- 
tended, did  not  cover  damages. 

The  Court  took  time  to  look  into  the  local  act,  and 
now  their  decision  was  pronounced  by 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  is  an  application  to  the  Court  to 
set  aside  the  writ  o^  Ji.fa,  which  has  been  issued  upon 
the  judgment  obtained  against  the  Defendant,  on  the 
ground  that  the  statute  S  G.  4.  c.  126.  5.74.,  which 
enables  the  Plaintiff  to  sue  the  Defendant  as  clerk  to  the 
trustees  of  the  turnpike  road  does  not  authorize  any 
execution  againt  either  the  person  or  the  property  of 
the  Defendant 

The  clause  in  question  appears  to  have  been  in- 
troduced, from  the  difficulty,  or  indeed  impracticability, 
of  carrying  to  a  successful  result  any  action,  either  by  or 
against  the  whole  of  the  very  numerous  and  fluctuating 
body  of  which  the  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road  generally 
consist.     The  clause^  therefore,  empowers,  but  does  not 
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names  of  any  one  of  such  trustees,  or  of  their  clerk  or 

clerks  for  the  time  being,  leaving  it  open  to  any  creditor, 

if  he  shall  think  proper,  to  sue  by  the  ordinary  course  of    Hailstone. 

proceeding  against  any  number  of  the  trustees  personally, 

where  the  nature  of  the  transaction,  or  the  form  of  the 

security  or  contract,  gives  any  ground  of  action  against 

those  particular  and  individual  trustees. 

In  the  latter  case,  the  action  would  have  been  attended 
with  the  ordinary  consequences  of  personal  liability  on 
the  part  of  the  Defendant,  had  not  a  later  statute,  the 
7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  24.  s.  S.,  taken  away  the  personal  liability 
of  the  trustees  in  every  case,  unless  where  the  trustees 
have  in  the  contract  or  security  in  express  words  rendered 
themselves  personally  liable. 

A  provision  of  this  nature  releasing  the  trustees  from 
liability  when  the  action  is  brought  against  them,  al- 
though they  may  be  the  very  parties  to  the  contract  or 
security  on  which  the  action  is  brought,  affords  a  strong 
presumption  that  it  could  not  be  intended  the  clerk  to 
the  trustees  should  be  personally  liable,  when  the  cre- 
ditor sues  the  trustees  in  the  name  of  their  clerk.  It  , 
would  be  very  singular  that  the  creditor  of  the  trustees 
should  have  his  election  to  satisfy  his  demand  either  out 
of  the  trust  funds  or  the  personal  means  of  the  clerk  of 
the  trustees,  according  to  the  form  of  the  action  he 
thought  proper  to  bring. 

But  we  think,  under  the  proper  construction  of  the 
seventy- fourth  section,  the  clerk  is  not  personally  liable 
to  the  consequences  of  an  action.  The  power  to  sue 
the  trustees  in  the  name  of  their  clerk  is,  in  other 
words,  the  power  to  make  him  the  nominal  defendant : 
the  enactment  that  the  suit  shall  not  abate  by  the  death 
or  removal  of  the  clerk,  but  that  the  clerk  for  the  time 
being  shall  always  be  deemed  to  be  the  Defendant, 

Z  z  3  points 
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points  again  to  the  same  distinction  between  a  real  and 
nominal  Defendant ;  and,  indeed,  it  Avould  open  the 
door  to  inextricable  confusion  and  difficulty  if  the  clerk 
for  the  time  being  were  personally  to  be  looked  to  for 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment.  Suppose  the  clerk,  in 
whose  name  the  action  was  defended,  to  die,  or  be  re- 
moved after  judgment  and  before  satisfaction,  it  would 
seem  very  unreasonable  that  his  successor,  who  was  no 
party  to  the  defence,  should  be  liable  to  pay  the  whole; 
or,  on  the  other  hand,  that  the  executors  of  the  former 
clerk,  who  have  no  concern  whatever  witli  the  trust 
funds,  should  be  liable  to  the  demand  out  of  the  testator's 
assets. 

But  the  main  ground  upon  which  we  collect  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  is  this :  the  only  provision  for 
reimbursement  of  the  clerk  is  a  reimbursement  of  all 
the  costs,  charges,  and  expenses  which  he  has  been  put 
to  by  reason  of  being  made  Defendant. 

The  ordinary  meaning  of  these  words  will  not  com- 
prehend the  debt  or  damages  recovered,  and  this  must 
give  at  the  same  time  the  measure  of  the  clerk's  personal 
liability ;  for  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  he  is  liable  to 
either  the  debt  or  damages  recovered,  where  there  is  |io 
express  provision  for  repaying  himself. 

It  is  asked.  How  are  the  debt  or  damages  to  be  reco- 
vered in  this  action  if  the  clerk  is  not  liable  ?  This  act, 
undoubtedly,  makes  no  direct  provision,  as  many  others 
of  a  similar  nature  do,  upon  this  subject.  See  the  West 
India  Dock  Act,  39  G.  8.  c.  69.  s.  184.,  and  the  London 
Dock  Act,  39&40G.S.  c.  4.  5.150.  But  there  can 
be  no  doubt  but  that  the  funds  of  the  trustees  may  be 
made  answerable  for  the  amount  ascertained  in  the 
action,  in  case  of  a  refusal  to  apply  them,  either  by  a 
mandamus  or  a  bill  in  equity.  It  is  sufficient,  however, 
for  the  present  application  to  decide,  that  we  think  the 

act 
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act  does  not  authorise  a  personal  execution  against  the        18S0. 

derk,  and  therefore  we  make  a  rule,  not  for  setting  aside 

this  writ  of  execution,  but  for  restraining  the  sheriff 

from  executing  it  against  the  personal  effects  of  the    HAiLstoNs. 

clerk. 


WORMWELL 
V. 


Strange  v.  Wigney.  June  15. 

'VROVER  for  a  bank  post  bill  for  100/.     In  September  Plaintiff  left  In 

1829,  the  Plaintiff  came  to  London  from  Tonbridgey  *  ^^!^' 

°      coacii  in  Loti» 

on  the  outside  of  a  coach.     She  put  a  100/.  bank  post  jo/if  and  losty 

bill,  indorsed  in  blank,  in  her  reticule,  which  she  carried  ^^^  reticule, 

on  her  arm.     When  the  Tonbridge  coach  arrived  in  ^^  j^^ 

Bridge  Street,  Black/riarsj  she  got  into  a  hackney*«oach,  post  bill,  in-* 

and  proceeded  to  Smithfield.     She  was  then  handed  out  ^^,  *". 

by  a  gentleman,  to  whom  she  had  previously  entrusted  issued  hand- 

the  reticule  containing  the  bill.     The  gentleman  had  .^^  proclaim^ 

{)Iaeed  the  reticule  on  the  seat  in  the  hackney-coach.  Defendant  a 

where  it  was  accidentally  left,  although  a  trunk  which  banker  at 

shfe  had  also  with  her  was  safely  taken  out.     The  Plain-  ^j^^^""*  ^^<* 

^  had  never 

tiff,  on  ascertaining  her  loss,  made  enquiries  about  the  heard  of  the 
liackney-coach  withobt   success :    but   she  was    told  tit  ^J"'  cashed 
the  hackney-coach  office,  where  she  applied,  that  she  stranger  eight 
fi^  not  take  any  steps,  as  the  reticule  would  probably  <^y»  after- 
be  returned  in  a  few  days.     Notwithstanding  this,  she  ^^j.^  ' 
dispersed  about  the  hackney-coach  stands  and  watering  being  asked 
houses  a  number  of  bills,  describing  her  loss,  and  offering  J"*  °*°^^  ^^ 
A  reward  for  the  recovery  of  her  property.     She  abo  ad-  journey,  and 
▼ertised  her  loss  in  a  London  newspaper  called  The  Mom--  ^^ote  on  the 
if^  Advertiser,  on  the  24th  oi  September,  about  eight  days  address  ^•^***"" 

illiterate  hand* 
The  Defendant  did  not  enquire  at  what  inn  he  was  staying :  Held,  that  the  Defend^ 
ant  was  liable  for  the  amount  to  the  Plaintiff. 

Z  z  4  after 
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after  the  reticule  was  lost  Early  on  the  24th  a  stranger 
presented  the  bill  at  the  banking-house  of  the  Defend- 
ant, in  Brighton^  to  be  cashed*  He  said  he  was  going  to 
Southampton^  and  wrote  on  the  bill,  in  a  very  illiterate 
hand,  the  name  and  address  of  Mr.  W.  Wilson^  16. 
Qiieen-Street^  lAncoMs  Inn  Fields.  The  Defendant,  not 
having  heard  of  the  Plaintiff's  loss,  cashed  the  bill,  and 
took  the  usual  commission.  Tindal  C.  J.,  before  whom 
the  cause  was  trie<|,  Guildhall  sittings  after  last  Michad- 
mas  term,  left  it  to  iu^4^ry  to  consider  whether  there  bad 
been  originally  a  want  ot  i;7dinary  care  on  the  part  of 
the  Plaintiff,  or  a  want  of  diligeiic<i  in  publishing  her 
loss,  or  negligence  in  the  Defendant  upc;«^  the  occasion 
of  cashing  the  bill. 

The  jury  having  found  for  the  Plaintiff, 


y 


Taddy  Serjt  moved  for  a  new  trial. 

If  the  banker  be  holden  liable  in  this  case  the  de- 
cbion  will  go  farther  than  any  which  have  preceded  it, 
and  materially  tend  to  paralyse  the  circulation  of  paper 
currency.  The  Plaintiff  had  taken  no  efficient  means 
to  make  her  loss  known  to  the  commercial  world,  or 
to  guard  against  loss  in  the  first  instance.  It  was 
through  the  carelessness  of  her  agent  that  the  reticule 
containing  the  bill  was  left  in  the  hackney-coach  :  the 
reticule  was  an  unfit  place  of  deposit;  and  there  was 
great  want  of  caution  in  indorsing  the  bill  in  blank, 
and  enabling  it  to  be  transferred  as  money.  Even  if 
there  had  been  a  want  of  caution  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendant,  the  Plaintiff  has  no  ground  of  complaint: 
the  mischief  befng  attributable  to  her  own  previous 
neglect  she  is  not  entitled  to  repair  it  at  the  expense  of 
the  Defendant.  But  there  was  no  want  of  caution  in 
the  Defendant.  He  had  never  heard  of  the  Plaintiff's 
loss.  The  bill  carried  its  title  with  it,  and  was  trans- 
ferable 
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ferable  as  money;  Miller  v.  Itace{a\  Grant  v.  Vaughan{b\ 
Lawson  v.  Western  (c) ;  and  the  Defendant  could  not,  con- 
sistently with  the  practice  of  bankers,  or  without  giving 
offence  to  customers,  pursue  enquiry  further  than  to  ask 
the  name  and  address  of  the  party  presenting  the  bill. 
In  GiU  V.  Cubitt  {d\  Abbott  C.  J.  said,  the  question  was, 
whether  the  defendant  took  the  bill  under  circumstances 
which  would  excite  the  suspicion  of  a  prudent  man. 
That  cannot  be  predicated  of  the  conduct  of  the  De- 
fendant in  this  case.  Brighton  is  the  resort  of  many 
opulent  persons,  and  a  place  of  frequent  departure  for 
the  Continent;  and  there  is  nothing  unusual  in  so- 
journers or  travellers  at  such  a  place  proposing  to 
change  a  100/.  bill.  In  Snow  v.  Sadler  (e)  the  bill  was 
taken  at  Doncaster  raees,  which  are  stated  in  the  report 
to  be  a  frequent  resort  of  suspicious  characters.  In 
Snffoi  V.  Peacock  (g)  the  amount  of  the  bill  was  500/., 
and  it  was  changed  at  a  branch  bank  in  an  obscure 
village,  not  likely  to  be  visited  by  persons  possessed  of 
so  much  property.  But  in  Bechmth  v.  Corral  (A),  in  an 
action  by  the  owner  of  a  lost  bill  of  exchange  against  a 
banker  who  had  cashed  it  to  a  stranger,  it  was  held 
that  the  jury  were  properly  directed  to  consider  whether 
the  plaintiff  had  used  due  diligence  in  apprizing  the 
public  of  his  loss,  and  whether  the  defendant  had  acted 
with  good  faith  and  sufficient  caution  in  the  receipt  of 
the  bill. 


1830. 


Strangs 

V. 
WiGNSY, 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  If  there  had  been  any  complaint  of 
the  manner  in  which  the  points  were  left  by  me  to 
the  jury,  I  should  have  been  anxious  for  a  re-considera- 
tion of  the  case.     But  no  objection  having  been  made  to 


(a)  I  Burr,  45  a. 

(b)  3  Burr,  15 16. 

(c)  4  Esp,  56. 

(d)  zB,^C.  466. 


{e)  3  Bingb.  610. 
(g)  3  Bingb,  406. 
(h)  Z  Bingb.  ^^A4. 


my 
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my  sammiDg  up,  I  am  averse  to  granting  the  rule.  I 
left  three  points  to  the  juiy.  The  first  was,  as  to  die 
mode  in  which  the  Plaintiff  had  conveyed  her  property 
to  London.  It  was  urged  by  the  counsel  for  the  De- 
fendant, that  there  had  been  a  want  of  cautiob  on  the 
part  of  the  Plaintiff  in  carrying  in  a  reticule  a  bill  of 
such  amount,  and  that  her  negligence  ought  not  to  cast 
a  loss  upon  the  Defendant.  It  was  said,  that  it  would 
have  been  safer  to  have  placed  the  note  in  the  trunk, 
and,  looking  to  the  event,  that  might  have  been  so.  In 
the  outset,  however,  I  do  not  think  that  there  would 
have  been  a  greater  degree  of  safety  in  putting  the  note 
in  the  trunk,  as  the  reticule  was  attached  to  the  Plaintiff 
and  a  trunk  might  become  the  object  of  depredation*  I 
left  this  fact,  and  the  question,  whether  there  had  been 
any  particular  want  of  caution  in  the  Plaintiff's  confid' 
ing  the  reticule  to  her  ftiend  on  stepping  from  the 
coach,  to  the  consideration  of  the  jury.  If  they  were  of 
opinion  that  there  was  no  want  of  caution  on  the  part  of 
the  Plaintiff,  they  were  then  to  proceed  to  the  second 
point,  whether  there  had  been  any  want  of  diligence  in 
making  her  loss  known.  It  has  been  said  that  the  PIam« 
tiff  did  not  advertise  her  loss  sufficiently.  Bot  there  is 
no  law  requiring  any  precise  mode  of  proceeding  in  that 
respect,  and  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  if  such  a  law 
existed.  The  jury  are  to  look  to  the  circumstances  of 
the  case,  and  the  degree  of  care  which  has  been  taken.  It 
appeared  that  the  Plaintiff  had  applied  to  the  hackney- 
coach  office  respecting  her  loss,  and  there  she  had  been 
informed  that  she  need  not  make  any  stir  for  some  days, 
as  in  all  probability  her  property  would  be  restored 
during  that  time.  Notwithstanding  this,  the  Plaintiff 
on  the  same  day  issued  hand-bills  describing  her  loss. 
The  jury  were  of  opinion  that  want  of  diligence  was  not 
imputable  to  the  Plaintiff;  and  they  then  went  on  to 
the  third  point,  whether  there  had  been  any  want  of 

caution 
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caution  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant.  It  has  been 
urged  by  the  Defendant's  counsel  that  it  is  impossible  to 
make  enquiries  of  persons  who  present  notes  without 
giving  offence.  I  am  of  a  different  opinion,  and  think 
that  individuals  who  become  possessed  of  notes  in  an 
honest  way  would  be  pleased  at  the  praiseworthy  en- 
deavours of  bankers  to  prevent  imposition  and  robberies. 
The  Defendant  made  no  enquiry  as  to  the  inn  at  which 
the  stranger  was  staying,  nor  did  he  call  for  any  refer- 
ence to  persons  in  the  town.  Besides  this,  the  writing 
of  the  stranger  was  calculated  to  raise  suspicion,  being  of 
a  character  far  inferior  to  that  of  a  person  accustomed 
to  possess  such  notes.  The  Defendant  should  not  have 
been  satisfied  with  the  bare  assertion  of  the  stranger 
with  regard  to  his  address  and  business,  but  should 
have  enquired  at  least  at  what  inn  he  was  staying.  I 
am  therefore  of  opinion,  that  there  is  no  ground  for 
granting  a  new  trial. 


Strange 
WiGNsy. 


Pa^k  J.  The  three  questions  were  properly  left  to 
the  jury»  and  I  see  no  reason  for  thinking  their  verdict 
wfong. 

As  to  the  first  question,  it  is  impossible  to  prescribe 
in  what  precise  mode  bills  of  value  shall  be  conveyed : 
tl^ey  are  liable  to  be  lost  wherever  they  may  be  kept ; 
and.it  can  scarcely  be  objected  to  the  Plaintifi^  that 
daring  the  journey  the  property  was  even  attached  to 
her  person. 

But  the  two  latter  questions  were  the  main  points  in 
the  case;  and  when  we  find  the  Plaintiff  resorting  to 
the  hackney-coach  office,  and  immediately  distributing 
hand-bills,  notwithstanding  she  had  the  sanction  of 
that  office  for  waiting,  we  cannot  impute  to  her  any 
want  of  diligence  in  making  known  her  loss.  If,  then, 
there  was  no  neglect  on  her  part,  was  there  any  on  the 

part 
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part  of  the  Defendant?  I  agree  that  100/.  is  not  a 
large  sum  for  persons  in  a  certain  station  to  negotiate 
at  a  frequented  watering-place.  But  the  banker  should 
at  least  have  enquired  where  the  stranger  who  presented 
the  bill  was  staying,  especially  when  his  handwridog 
appeared  to  be  that  of  an  illiterate  person.  It  wis 
doing  very  litde  to  require  no  more  than  a  statement 
of  his  name  and  address;  he  should  at  least  have  been 
asked  at  what  inn  he  was  staying,  and  whether  there 
was  any  one  in  the  town  to  whom  he  was  known. 


Gaselee  J.  The  case  was  properly  left  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  jury,  and  I  see  no  reason  for  dbturbing 
the  verdict. 


BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  opinion  the  verdict  ought 
not  to  be  disturbed.  No  objection  has  been  made, 
or  could  have  been  made,  to  the  direction  of  my  Lord 
Chief  Justice ;  and  I  am  not  prepared  to  say,  even  if 
there  be  some  want  of  caution  in  the  loser  of  properly, 
that  he  is  to  be  therefore  precluded  from  recovering  it 
where  there  has  been  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
person  who  receives  it.  Here  the  application  made  by 
the  Plaintiff  to  the  hackney-coach  oflSce  and  the  distri- 
bution of  the  hand-bills  were  sufficient  diligence  in 
making  her  loss  known ;  and  the  want  of  caution  in  the 
Defendant  was  left  to  the  jury,  \vho  have  formed  the 
proper  conclusion. 

Rule  refused. 

See  MiUer  v.  Bace  (a),   Grant  v.  Vaughan  {b\  P»- 
cock  V.  Rhodes  {c)y  Lamson  v.   Weston  {d\    Solamons  v. 


(a)  1  Burr,  45a, 
[h]  3  Burr,  1516. 


(c)  DougL  633. 


Bank 
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Bank  of  England  {a\  GUI  v.  Cubitt{b\  Doom  v.  Hal-  18  SO. 

^^  (^)>   Snow  V.  Peacock  (d\   Beckmth  v.  Corral  {e\  "^  -y^ 
and  SlPKno  v.  Saddler,  (g) 


V. 
WiGNEY. 


(a)  13  ^«//,  135.  (d)  3  jBiV»^i&.  406. 

W  3B.^C.  466.  (0  3  B'^g^'  444- 

(0  4  A  b*  C.  330.  (^)  3  A*»^i&.  610. 


/ 


Parker  v.  M^William.  June  1$. 

nPHE  Plaintiff  had  deposited  200/.  in  the  hands  of  Where  a  wit- 

a  Miss  Horsefallf  who  soon  afterwards  died.     The  ?^  rwnajp* 

Defendant,  who  was  appointed  her  administratrix,  re-  an  order  for 

fused  to  return  the  200/.,  and  this  action  was  brought  ^^^  witnewe* 
^  .,  on  both  sides 

to  recover  it.  ,^  withdraw. 

At  the  trial  before   Tindal  C.  J.,  Middlesex  sittings  >t  rests  in  the 

after  Easter  term,  before  the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  S!'^!?"  ^ 

.  .the  Judge, 

had  opened  his  speech,  it  was  arranged  by  both  parties,  whether  such 
that  the  witnesses  on  both  sides  should  be  sent  out  of  ^'*"«»»  •l**^ 

1  1  1  /v»  •  1       11       be  heard; 

court,  and  an  order  to  that  effect  was  given  out  loudly,  except  in  the 

After  the  counsel  for  the  Plaintiff  had  concluded  his  exchequer, 
statement  of  the  facts  of  the  case,  which  he  detailed  with       ^^  ^  !? 
some  minuteness,  the  first  witness  for  the  Plaintiff,  on  excluded* 
being  called,  walked  to  the  witness-box  from  a  part 
of  the  court  near  the  Plaintiff's  counsel,  where  he  had 
been  standing  during  the  whole  of  the  speech,  notwith- 
standing the  order  which  had  been  given  for  all  the  wit- 
nesses to  retire.     This  witness  spoke  to  the  most  material 
fact  in  the  case,  viz.  to  the  fact  of  the  deposit  having  been 
made  by  the  Plaintiff.     But  there  were  other  witnesses 

who 
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1830.       who  spoke  to  admissionflr  of  that  faa  by  M!ss  HonefitU. 

*  - '  -     ,^     The  counsel  for  the  Defeudant  objected  to  bis  evideiioe 
Parksr 

V.  being  received ;  and  the  Chief  Justice  then  enquired 

M<WiLLiAiCi   of  the  witness  if  he  had  heard  the  speech :  he  replied 

immediately  that  he  had  not,  and,  although  the  question 

was  put  in  a  low  tone,  assigned  as  a  reason,  that  he 

was  hard  of  hearing.     Upon  this  he  was  admitted  to 

give  evidence* 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintiff 

Wilde  Serjt*  moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground 
that  the  evidence  of  this  witness  ought  to  have  been 
rejected.  He  referred  to  the  Attorney-General  v.  Bui' 
pit  (a),  where,  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  the  evidence 
of  a  witness  had  been  rejected  under  similar  circom* 
stances. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  rule  with  respect  to  the  rejecdon 
of  the  testimony  of  witnesses  who  have  remained  in 
court  after  an  order  for  their  exclusion  has  obtiuned  in 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  .for  many  years,  and  is  univer- 
sally known  there.  It  was  established  in  favour  of  the 
subject,  and  with  a  view  to  the  fairness  of  proceedings 
•  chiefly  at  the  instance  of  the  crown.  But  no  such  in- 
flexible rule  or  practice  has  been  established  in  the 
other  courts ;  and  where  an  order  has  been  made  for 
the  exclusion  of  witnesses,  if  it  be  disobeyed  by  any  one 
of  them,  it  must  rest  with  the  judge  to  ascertain  whe- 
ther he  remained  by  accident,  or  purposed  to  evade  the 
order.  In  the  present  case  the  witness  distinctly  denied 
having  heard  any  part  of  the  counsel's  speech.  Tbe 
circumstance  of  his  remaining  in  court  and  of  bis 
alleged  capability  of  hearing  were  fully  commented  on 

(a)   9  Pricey  4. 

to 
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to.  the  jury,  and  they  would  apportion  their  credit  ac-        18S0. 

Gordingly..    It  did  not  appear  that  he  was  contumacious,       _    -  '  ^ 

or  had  acted  with  any  sinister  intent ;  and  it  is  import-  ^. 

ant  to  observe^  that  one  object  of  the  order  for  ex-   M«William. 

elusion   is   to   prevent  the   witnesses   from   conferring 

together  in  Court  upon  what  they  hear  there.     Then, 

we  ought  to  examine  the  rest  of  the  evidence  in  the 

cause,    to  ascertain   the   degree   of  importance  which 

might  have  been  attached  to  the  witness  in  question. 

Here  there  were  three  other  witnesses,  who  all  agreed 

they  had  heard  Miss  HorsefaU  say  she  «had  received 

200/.  to  keep  for  the  Plaintiff,  after  declining  at  first 

to  do  so.     I  cannot  say  the  jury  would  not  have  come 

to  the  same  conclusion  even  if  this  witness  had  been 

out  of  the  question.     But,   at  all  events,  the  degree 

of  credit  to  which  he  was  entitled,  having  been  fairly 

submitted  to  them,  I  see  no  reason  for  granting  a  new 

trial. 

Park  J.  Whether  the  rule  in  the  Court  of  Exche- 
quer be  a  wise  one  or  not,  I  do  not  say,  but  the  deci- 
sion in  the  Attomey-General  v.  Bidpit  turns  expressly 
on  the  particular  and  known  rule  of  that  court ;  a  rule 
which  was  established  to  exclude  any  imputation  of  un- 
fairness in  proceedings  between  the  crown  and  the 
sul^ect  But  no  such  inflexible  rule  prevails  in  this 
Court;  and  though  a  witness  may  have  been  contu- 
macious, that  is  not  necessarily  a  ground  for  a  new 
trial.  There  is  no  reason,  however,  for  supposing  that 
the  witness  here  acted  from  contumacy.  The  circum- 
stance of  his  remaining  was  commented  on  to  the  jury, 
and  his  credit  duly  weighed.  The  rejection  or  admis- 
sion of  a  witness  under  such  occasions  is  a  question  for 
the  discretion  of  the  Judge  under  all  the  circumstances 
of  the  case. 

Gaselee 
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18S0.  Gaselee  J.     Tbis  is  not  a  case  which  calls  on  the 

^^   -  '  '      Court  to  interpose.     It  is  for  the  Judge  at  the  trial  to 

^.  say,  whether,  under  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  he 

M^WiLUAM.  ^ill  relax  the  order  which  has  been  given.     And  one 

may  easily  ima^e  cases  where  a  witness  may  remain 
in  Court  accidentally,  or  even  by  the  contrivance  of  the 
opposite  par^,  in  order  to  afford  a  pretence  for  im- 
peaching the  verdict  in  case  it  should  go  against  them. 

BosANQUET  J.  As  there  is  in  this  Court  no  such 
general  rule  as  that  which  prevails  in  the  Exchequer, 
the  admission  of  a  witness  who  has  remained  in  Court 
notwithstanding  an  order  for  retiring,  must  depend  on 
the  discretion  of  the  Judge  who  presides  at  the  trial. 
No  injustice  has  been  done  in  this  case,  and,  therefore, 
the  rule  must  be  refused. 

Rule  refused. 


June  29.  Sheen  v.  Garrett. 

A  general  plea  n|^HE  £)efendant  pleaded  to  a  declaration  in  debt  00 
^d^'S  ^  J  udgment.  That  before  the  suing  out  of  the  origiDal 

tute  ought  to     ^I'it  of  the  Plaintiff  against  the  Defendant  in  this  behal( 

ponoe  the        to  wit,  on,  &c.,  at,  &c.,  the  Defendant  became  bankrupt 
terms  of  the  -.i  •      1  •         .        i  ^    •  , 

sutute,  and       withm  the  true  intent  and  meanmg  of  the  statute  then 

conclude  to       and  still  in  force  concerning  bankrupts ;  that  the  judg- 
the  country.      ^^^^^^  j^^  ^^  declaration  mentioned  was  obtained  by  the 

Plaintiff  against  the  Defendant  for  certain  debts  and 
demands  in  respect  of  which  the  Plaintiff  was  entided 
to  prove  by  virtue  of  the  said  statute,  as  a  creditor  under 

a  cer- 
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a  certain   commission   of  bankraptcy  afterwards  duly        18  SO. 
issued  against  the  Defendant ;  that  the  aforesaid  several  -  '    ' 

debts  and  demands  accrued  and  were  due  from  the  De-  ,  v. 
fendant  to  the  Plaintiff  before  and  at  the  time  when  Garrett. 
the  Defendant  became  bankrupt  as  aforesaid,  to  wit, 
at,  &c.  And  this  the  Defendant  was  ready  to  verify ; 
wherefore  he  prayed  judgment  if  the  Plaintiff  ought 
to  have  or  maintain  his  aforesaid  action  thereof  against 
him. 

The  Plaintiff  demurred  to  that  plea,  and  assigned  as 
cause  of  demurrer,  that  the  Defendant  in  his  said  plea  had 
not  averred,  nor  did  it  thereby  appear,  that  he  had  ever 
obtained  his  certificate  of  conformity  under  the  said 
commission  in  the  said  plea  mentioned,  according  to  the 
said  statute  therein  mentioned ;  nor  that  the  Defendant 
had  in  fact  conformed  himself  to  the  same  statute,  whereby 
the  said  plea  was  insufficient  according  to  the  general 
rules  of  pleading.  Also,  that  the  Defendant  had  im- 
properly concluded  his  said  plea  with  a  verification, 
and  had  therein  otherwise  departed  from  the  form  of 
plea  allowed  by  the  said  statute,  whereby  the  same  plea 
was  insufficient  if  pleaded  by  virtue  of  that  statute. 
Also  for  that  the  said  plea  was  uncertain,  informal,  in- 
sufiicient,  &c. 

Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Ludlxm  Serjt.  in  support  of  the  demurrer. 

The  plea  is  ill.  It  is  not  a  special  plea  of  bankruptcy, 
because  it  does  not  state  the  trading,  petitioning  cre- 
ditor's debt,  and  other  particulars  necessary  to  complete 
a  bankruptcy ;  nor  is  it  a  general  plea  under  the  statute 
6  G.4.  C.16.  s.  126.,  because  it  neither  pursues  the  words 
of  the  statute,  which  are,  that  such  bankrupt  may  plead 
in  general  that  the  cause  of  action  accrued  before  he 
became  bankrupt;  nor  concludes  to  the  country,  as  it 
^    Vol.  VI.  3  A  ought 
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1830.       ought  to  do.     Miles  t.  Williams  {a\  Geary  t.  Baihf{b\ 
Poole  V.  Broadfield  (c),  Com.  Dig.  Pleader^  (E)  32. 

£•  Lames  Serjt.  contrci.  The  statute  does  not  prescribe 
any  particular  form  of  words,  or  prohibit  a  conclusion 
with  a  verification.  And  the  language  of  this  plea  is 
sufficient  to  shew  it  to  be  in  substance  a  plea  under  the 
statute. 

In  Miles  v.  Williams  the  statute  under  which  the  de* 
fendant  pleaded  his  bankruptcy  was  imperatire  that  he 
should  plead  in  the  form  there  prescribed ;  the  ^Q.^ 
c.  16.  enacts  that  he  may  so  plead ;  and  where  a  plea 
contains  new  allegations  of  fact,  it  ought  to  conclude 
with  a  verification.    Hedges  v.  Sandoiu  {d) 

Park  J.  {e)  I  think  this  plea  is  ill.  It  has  been 
urged  that  it  is  sufficient  if  in  substance  according  to 
the  statute,  and  that  the  Defendant  is  not  bound  to 
adopt  the  exact  words  of  the  clause.  But  be  has  not 
pursued  the  language,  or  given  the  e£Pect,  of  the  statute; 
for  I  cannot  agree  that  **  the  cause  of  action,"  and 
^<  the  aforesaid  several  debts  and  demands,''  are  the  same 
thing.  Nor  has  he  pleaded  specially ;  for  had  he  done 
so,  he  must  have  stated  many  more  particulars  than  are 
stated  in  this  plea.  If  the  statute  does  not  require  a 
conclusion  to  the  country,  the  practice  of  pleading  does, 
as  appears  by  all  the  decided  cases. 

Gaselee  J.  It  is  true  the  statute  does  not  require  a 
conclusion  to  the  country ;  nor  did  the  5  6. 2.  c  30^ 
which  was  in  force  when  Miles  v.  Williams  was  decided; 
but  it  has  been  the  uniform  practice  to  conclude  these 

(a)  X  P.  Wms.  249.  (i\  %T.K,  439. 

\h\  Fortesc.  344.  {e)  TindalC.  J.  was  abtent. 

(c)  3amiSf  330. 

pleas 
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pleas  of  benkroptcy  to  the  coubtry.     But  this  is  not  a        1830. 
general '  plea  under  the  statute,  for  it  does  not  pursue 
the  language  of  the  general  plea  given  by  the  statute ; 
nor  is  it  a  special  plea  of  bankruptcy,  for  want  of  the 
requisite  particularity. 

BosANQUET  J.  I  think  the  plea  is  ill.  If  it  had 
been  a  plea  under  the  statute  it  ought  to  have  concluded 
to  the  country ;  for  though  Hedges  v.  Sandon  shews 
that  in  certain  cases  a  plea  may  conclude  either  with  a 
verification  or  to  the  country,  yet  there  are  many  other 
cases  which  establish  that  a  general  plea  of  bankruptcy 
must  conclude  to  the  country;  and  this  cannot  be 
considered  a  special  plea,  for  want  of  the  requisite 
particulars. 

Judgment  for  PlaintifE 


MiCHELL  and  Margaret  his  Wife,  and  Tarle-     June  23. 
TON  and  Isabella  his  Wife,  v.  Lady  Bethiah 
Hughes. 

TyURIT  of  entry  sur  abatement  in  the  per,  of  pre-  A  right  of  en. 

mises,  which  the  the  demandants,  in  right  of  their  ^^y  ^"^^  '** 

wives,  claimed  to  be  the  right  and  inheritance  of  the  ^jfg  j^  ^ight 

said  Margaret  and  Isabella,  and  into  which  the  said  of  the  wife» 

hady  Belhiah  had  not  entry  but  by  one  Mary  Heywoodi  ''"'"  ^°  */ 

who  unjustly  abated  into  the  same  after  the  death  of  one  the  husband 

Thomas  Collingwood,  the  uncle  of  the  said  Margaret  and  *^  ^®  become 
Isabella,  and  whose  heiresses  they  are,  within  fifty  years 
last  past. 

The  Defendant  pleaded,  fifthly^  that  Tarlet&n  was  a 
trader,  incurred  a  petitioning  creditor's  debt,  and  be-^ 

3  A  2  came  ^ 
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came  a  bankrupt  in  1815,  when  a  commisaioD  of  bank* 
ruptcy  issued  against  him ;  and  by  an  indenture  between 
the  commissioners  of  bankrupts  of  the  one  part,  and 
the  assignees  of  Tarletan  of  the  other  part,  the  com- 
missioners bargained  and  sold  to  the  assignees,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  all  the  freehold  and  copyhold  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements,  and  hereditaments,  whatsoever 
and  wheresoever,  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the  re- 
spective counties  of  Middlesexj  Lancaster ^  and  Northmt' 
land,  and  elsewhere  in  the  United  Kingdom  of  Great 
Britain  and  Ireland^  and  also  all  the  freehold  and 
other  messuages,  lands,  tenements,  plantations,  estates, 
and  hereditaments,  and  the  negroes  and  other  slaves^ 
servants,  cattle,  stores,  stocks,  implements,  and  other  die 
appurtenances,  situate,  lying,  and  being  in  the  islands  of 
Grenada^  Dominica^  St.  Vincent^  St.  Lucia^  Trinidad,  or 
in  any  other  islands,  parts,  or  places  in  the  West  Indies, 
or  in  the  colonies  of  Demerara,  Surinam,  Esscqtnbo,  or 
any  other  the  colonies  or  territories  belonging  to  the 
said  kingdom;  and  all  other  the  real  estate,  lands, 
tenements,  or  hereditaments  whatsoever,  and  where- 
soever situate,  lying,  and  being,  whereof,  or  wherein, 
or  whereunto,  respectively,  the  said  Tarleton,  whether 
in  his  own  right,  or  as  surviving  partner  of  Ikmid 
Backhouse,  deceased,  or  otherwise,  at  the  time  the  said 
TarleUm  became  bankrupt,  or  at  any  time  since,  had 
any  estate,  right,  tide,  or  interest,  in  possession,  re- 
version, remainder,  or  expectancy,  or  otherwise  how- 
soever, with  their  and  every  of  their  appurtenants, 
and  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  use,  trust,  pro- 
perty, benefit,  power,  equity  of  redemption,  claim,  and 
demand  whatsoever,  both  at  law  and  in  equity  of 
the  said  Tarleton,  or  of  them  the  said  commissioners, 
by  virtue  of  the  said  commission,  of,  in,  and  to  the 
same  premises,  every  or  any  part  thereof;  and  the 
reversion  and  reversions,  remainder  and  remainders, 

rents, 
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rentS)  issues,  and  profits  thereof  and  of  every  or  any 
part  or  parcel  thereof,  together  with  all  deeds,  evi- 
dences, and  writings  touching  and  concerning  the 
same;  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  assignees,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  for  ever,  upon  trust  nevertheless  to 
and  for  the  several  uses  of  them  the  said  assignees,  and 
all  other  the  creditors  of  the  said  Tarleton  who  then 
had  sought,  or  who  afterwards  should  in  due  time  come 
in  and  seek  relief  by  virtue  of  the  said  commission. 
And  the  said  Lady  Bethiah  further  said,  that  the  said 
bargain  and  sale  was  duly  enrolled  in  His  Majesty's 
High  Court  of  Chancery  in  England,  and  that  by  force 
of  the  said  bargain  and  sale,  and  of  the  statute  in  that 
case  made  and  provided,  the  said  assignees  then  and 
there  became  and  were  entitled  to  all  the  right  and^ 
interest  of  the  said  T^arleton  of  and  in  the  said  tene- 
ments,  with  the  appurtenances  in  the  said  declaration 
mentioned,  he  the  said  Tarleton,  previously  to  the 
said  bankruptcy,  having  had  by  the  said  Isabella  issue 
capable  of  inheriting  the  said  tenements^  with  the 
appurtenances. 

Demurrer  and  joinder. 


18S0. 


JoneB  Serjt.  for  the  demandant.  It  will  be  contended 
for  the  Defendant,  that  the  right  to  bring  this  writ  of 
entry  passed  under  the  assignment  of  the  commissioners 
in  TarletcnCs  bankruptcy,  so  that  his  assignees  ought  to 
be  the  demandants,  and  that,  therefore,  he  and  his 
wife  cannot  sue.  But  in  order  to  establish  this,  the 
Defendant  must  shew  that  there  was  an  estate  in  Tarle* 
ton  which  might  and  did  pass  by  the  bargain  and  sale, 
in  respect  of  which  estate  such  assignees  could  bring  a 
writ  of  entry ;  for  the  record  admits  that  diis  writ  is 
maintainable  but  for  the  bankruptcy.  The  bankrupt 
law  could  not  pass  more  than  Tarleton  had,  though 
Tarleton  might  have  had  an  interest  which  the  bankrupt 

S  A  9  la# 
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law  did  not  pass.    Now  TarleUm  had  no  seisin  in  his 
own  right :  his  wife  had  a  right  to  bring  a  writ  of  entiy; 
but  even  she  was  not  seised*  for  the  abalenient  bad 
displaced  any  immediate  interest     Even  had  there  been 
no  abatement)  TarUtonj  being  seised  only  in  right  of  his 
wife)  had  a  mere  derivative  or  vicarial  right,  and  could 
not  alone  have  brought  a  writ  of  entry.     He  was  not  even 
tenant  by  the  courtesy.    To  admit  of  that  there  must  be 
in  the  wife  a  seisin  in  deed.    A  seisin  in  law  is  not 
sufficient.    '^  A  man  shall  not  be  tenant  by  courtesy  of  a 
bare  right''  (a)    He  could,  therefore,  only  be  introduced 
into  the  action  for  the  sake  of  conformity,  having  no 
interest  whatever  in  the  land  itself.     It  is  true  that  the 
rents  might    go   to  the  husband   if  the  demandants 
succeed,  because  the  rents  would  become  then  JruUs 
fallen :  but  the  right  to  the  rents,  when  recovered,  is 
perfecdy  distinct  from  the  right  to  bring  the  action.     If 
the  husband  had  been  attainted,  the  king  could  not  have 
had  the  profits.     The  freehold  would  have  reniained  in 
the  wife,  {b)     On  forfeiture  of  the  profits  during  the 
coverture,  the  freehold  remains  in  the  wife.  Dame  HaU$ 
case,  (c)     If  the  wife  had  been  attainted,  the  lord  might 
have  entered  and  put  out  the  husband.     But  the  right 
to  recover  the  land  of  the  wife  consists  only  in  privity, 
and  cannot  be  forfeited  or  assigned  in  law«     Marquis 
of  Winchester's  case,  {d)    And,  supposing  the  assignees 
entitled  to  sue,  are  the  assignees  and  the  wife  to  be  on 
the  record  together,  or  are  the  assignees  to  sue  alone  ? 

In  Smith  v.  Coffin  {e\  a  writ  of  entry  sur  abatement 
was  held  to  lie  for  the  assignees  of  a  bankrupt ;  but  the 
ground  of  that  case  is,  that  the  bankrupt  himself  had 
an  actual  interest,  and  every  thing  that  belongs  to  the 
bankrupt  passes  to  his  assignees.     Here  he  bad  nothing 


{d)  Co,  Lit,  29  a. 

{b)  Co.Lft.ssi' 
(c)  Plo<u)dm  a6o. 


id)  3  Rep,  %. 
{e)  7,  H.  BJ,  444. 


which, 
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which,  in  the  language  of  the  earlier  statutes,  he  could 
lawfully  depart  withall,  and  pass  to  the  assignees. 

Then,  this  writ  of  entry  demands  the  right  and  in- 
heritance :  and  what  claim  could  the  husband  have  to 
the  inheritance  ?  In  Jacobsan  v.  WiUiams  {a\  and  other 
cases,  it  has  been  held,  that  a  possibili^  will  pass  under 
the  assignment :  but  it  must  be  a  possibility  that  can  be 
released  or  assigned;  and  there  was  nothing  here  that, 
could  be  released  or  assigned. 
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MiCHBLL 

V. 
HUGM894 


Mereuoether  Serjt  contra.  The  husband  bad,  in  re« 
spect  of  the  coverture,  an  interest  which  might  pass  to 
his  assignees ;  and  if  his  interest  did  pass,  it  is  quite 
clear  that  the  right  of  entry  passed  also  to  his  assignees. 
That  point  is  established  by  the  case  of  Smiih  v.  Coffin. 

In  the  case  of  attainder  of  the  wife,  the  freehold  of 
the  wife  is  put  an  end  to ;  and  it  does  not  affect  the 
present  case,  that  under  such  circumstances  nothing 
should  remain  to  the  husband.  But  JexDson  v.  Moul^ 
son  {b)  and  Higden  v.  WiUiamson  (c),  have  established 
that  a  contingent  interest,  or  possibility  in  a  bankrupt, 
18  assignable.  Those  cases,  indeed,  were  decided  on 
5  G.  2.  c.  SO.  But  in  the  modern  law,  there  is  nothing 
to  limit  the  extent  of  property  which  passes  to  the  as-* 
aignees.  Every  beneficial  interest  passes ;  and  this  was 
a  beneficial  interest. 

Jones.  In  Smith  v.  Coffin^  the  bankrupt  had  a  right 
peculiar  to  himself,  and  not  in  autre  droit.  And  the 
same  observation  applies  to  Higden  v.  WiUiamson. 

Cur.  adv.  vidt* 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  point  raised  for  the  consider- 
ation of  the  Court  by  the  Defendant's  plea  is  this,  — 


(a)  I  P.  Wms.  38a.       (,b)  %  Atk.  417.         W  3  ^^  W^**  ^^3** 

S  A  4  Whethei* 
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MlCBSUi 

V, 
HU0H£S» 


Whether  the  bankruptcy  of  John  TarleUm^  the  husband 
of  Isabella^  one  of  the  co-heiresses  named  in  the  writ^ 
which  bankruptcy  took  place  after  the  abatement  made 
upon  the  two  co-heiresses,  gives  any  right  to  bring  a 
writ  of  entry  to  his  assignees  ?  For  if  the  right  to  bring 
a  writ  of  entry  for  any  immediate  estate  of  freehold  is 
vested  in  the  assignees,  it  follows  that  the  demandants 
cannot  recover  in  the  present  action. 

If  the  writ  of  entry  sur  abatement,  in  the  present 
case^  had  been  brought  to  recover  land  to  which  the 
bankrupt  made  title  to  himself  by  descent  in  his  owe 
right,  there  could  be  no  doubt,  after  the  decision  of  the 
case  of  Smith  v.  Coffin^  but  that  the  right  to  bring  such 
writ  would  have  passed  to  the  assignees  under  the  usual 
bargain  and  sale  from  the  commissioners.  For  as  that 
case  has  established  that  such  right  of  entry  was  an 
hereditament  within  the  meaning  of  the  bankrupt  act,- 
and  that  it  passed  to  the  assignees  under  the  general 
words  inserted  in  the  bargain  and  sale^  we  think  the 
same  construction  must  be  put  on  the  present  bankrupt 
act,  notwithstanding  the  omission  of  some  words  in  the 
sixty-fourth  section  which  are  to  be  found  in  the  pre* 
vious  acts;  for  we  think  neitlier  the  extent  nor  the 
nature  of  the  bankrupt's  property  intended  to  be  vested 
in  the  assignees  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  is  thereby 
in  any  way  limited  or  confined. 

But  it  is  contended  by  the  demandants,  that  the  title 
to  the  land  in  the  present  writ  not  being  made  in  right 
of  the  bankrupt,  but  in  right  of  the  wife,  the  husband  is 
joined  therein  for  conformity  only,  and  that  in  conse-. 
quence  no  right  to  bring  the  action  can  pass  to  tbe 
assignees. 

This  depends  upon  the  question,  What  rights  in  the 
wife's  estate  pass  to  the  assignees  of  the  husband  under, 
the  commissioners'  bargain  and  sale  ? 

If  tbe  husband  had  been  actually  seised  of  this  land 

in 
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in  tight  of  his  wife^  the  assignees  would  have  taken, 
under  the  bargain  and  sale,  an  immediate  estate  of 
freehold  during  the  coverture.  {Com.  Dig.  Bankrupt^ 
(D)  11.)  It  is  unnecessary,  therefore,  to  consider  any 
claim  of  the  husband  as  tenant  by  the  courtesy;  it  is 
sufficient  for  the  present  purpose  to  observe,  that  if  the 
wife's  seisin  had  been  a  seisin  in  fact,  the  husband 
would  have  become  seised  of  the  freehold  in  her  right 
doring  the  coverture. 

If,  then,  such  would  have  been  the  husband's  right,  such 
also  would  have  been  the  right  of  the  assignees  under 
the  bargain  and  sale ;  and  if  the  assignees  are  to  bring 
the  writ  of  entry  when  the  abatement  has  been  made 
upon  the  |)ankrupt,  in  order  to  recover  the  fee  which  he 
dien  claims  to  be  his  right  and  inheritance,  there  seems 
every  reason,  by  analogy,  that  when  the  abatement  is 
made  upon  the  wife,  the  right  to  bring  the  writ  for  the 
freehold  which  the  husband  would  become  entitled  to 
would  also  pass  to  the  assignees.  Debts  due  to  the  wife 
dum  sokii  and  other  choses  in  action  belonging  to  the  wife 
before  marriage,  pass  to  the  assignees  under  the  com- 
missioners' assignment,  and  are  recoverable  by  them  in 
their  own  name.  Miles  v.  Williams,  {a)  And  the  reason 
given  by  Chief  Justice  Parker^  in  delivering  the  opinion 
of  the  Court  in  that  case,  is,  *^  That  it  was  the  intention 
of  the  bankrupt  law  that  the  bankrupt  should  not  be 
trusted  any  more  witli  the  arrangement  of  his  estate, 
but  that  it  should  be  put  into  other  hands  for  the  safety 
of  the  creditors,  and  that  the  bankrupt  should  have  no 
further  intermeddling  therewith." 

It  is  argued  that  the  demandants  claim  in  this  writ 
the  fee  and  inheritance,  and  that  it  is  impossible  to  con- 
tend that  the  assignees  should  ever  claim  the  inheritance 
which  belongs  to  the  wife,  and  in  no  respect  to  the 


188D. 


(a)  I  P.  fFmu  449* 


husband. 
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18S0.       husband.    It  may  be  admitted  that  diis  is  the 

and  if  the  inheritance  were  necesaarilj  daimed^  and  no 
writ  of  entry  could  be  found  to  recover  a  fi«eh<Jd  ooly, 
the  inference  would  be  very  strong  that  no  right  of 
action  could  vest  in  the  assignees  in  respect  of  the 
abatement  on  the  wife. 

But  it  is  clear  that  the  demandant  in  a  writ  of  eatay 
may  claim  the  freehold  only.  See  Dt^f  101.  m^  where 
the  count  in  a  writ  of  entry,  having  stated  the  de« 
mandant  to  have  been  seised  as  of  fees  was  amended  by 
a  statement  that  be  was  seised  at  de  Ubero  fenemaUtL 
And  in  F.  N»  B.  443.  a.  it  is  laid  down,  that  if  tenant 
for  life  or  tenant  in  tail  be  disseised,  they  may  sue  a 
writ  of  disseisin ;  but  in  that  writ  it  shall  not  be  said 
quod  clamat  esse  Jus  suum  et  hereditatem  suavij  and  in  his 
count  he  shall  set  forth  his  especial  esplees,  &c*  See 
also  Bast.  Eni.  2?2.  Co.  EtU.  219.  So  that  the 
argument  that  the  assignees  could  not  sue^  becanse 
they  could  not  maintain  this  writ,  fiuls  where  it  is 
shewn  that  they  might  maintain  another  better  ad^)Ced 
to  the  estate  which  they  would  claim. 

Upon  the  general  ground,  therefore,  that  in  all  instances 
in  which  the  assignees  take  any  interest  derivatively 
from  the  bankrupt,  for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors,  tb^ 
are  emiK>wered  by  the  bankrupt  act  to  sue  in  their  own 
name^  we  think  the  present  count,  in  which  the  bank- 
rupt sues  to  recover  in  his  own  name  and  that  of  his 
wife,  land  in  which  he  would  take  a  freehold  that  woold 
forthwith  belong  to  the  assignees,  cannot  be  supported. 

Cases  may  occur,  in  which,  from  absolute  necessity, 
the  husband  must  be  joined  in  order  to  recover  the 
rights  of  the  wife ;  upon  those  we  give  no  opinion. 

Judgment  for  Defendant 
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Underhill  v.  Sir  T.  Wilson,  Bart.  Jy»e  »»• 

nPHIS  action  was  brought  to  recover  a  balance  allied  A  theriff's 
to  be  in  the  hands  of  the  Defendant,  as  sheriff  of  ^®^«"»  *Vi* 

request  of  l/«» 
Kentf  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  Plaintiff's  household  against  whom 

furniture,  farming  stock  and  effects,  taken  by  the  De-  ^«  ^***  ^^  «*• 
fendant  in  an  execuUon  issued  against   Underhill   by  eondnu^'if " 
one  Prickettj  after  payipg  the  sum  which  the  Defend-  possession  of 
ant  was  authorized   to  levy,  and  the  l^al   expenses  j    .  V^^*, 
unending  the  execution.  carried  on  the 

In  June   1 828,   a   writ  of  Ji.  fa.  against    Underhill  business  of  a 
at   the    suit    of    Thomas   PrickeU^    indorsed    to    levy  jurinj?  thi-ec 
418/.  125.  ^d.  besides  costs  of  the  writ,  sheriff's  pound-  months;  an 
age,  officer's  fees,  and  all  other  incidental  expenses,  and  ^^^^^'l^^i 
returnable  on  the  first  day  of  Michaelmas  tern^  1828,  bythesherifi; 
was  delivered  at  the  office  of  the  Defendant,  sheriff  of  ^^i  judgment 
Kentj  and  a  warrant  was  thereupon  granted  to  Richard  against  a  pui^ 
fioslnnSf  the  sheriff's  bailiff,  to  be  executed.  chaser  of  ir.'s 

After  Hoskins  had  taken  possession  of  UnderhUFs  ^""^P***";-* 
r  J      iT  J         u-  •  1   upon  which  a 

farm  and  enects   under   this   warrant,   it   was   agreed  balance  re- 

between   Pnckett  and    UtiderhUl^    who   was   Pricketfs  ro»ine<i  in  fa- 
brother-in-law,    that   Hoskins   should    hold    possession,  after  defraV- 
under  his  warrant  till  Michaelmas^  (at  which  time  ope  ing  the  amount 

Martin  was  to  become  tenant  of  the  fiirm,)  and  thai  ^^  .   ^1^*^ 

.  agamst  U^  anc^ 

the  crops  should  be  got  in,  as  the  same  became  in  a  the  attendant 

fit  state,   and  sold.     Hoskins  accordingly  entered  ipto  «*P^n«w-  The 

this  arrangement,  and  continued  in  possession  of  the  \^  jjjj  ^^^ 

effects   of    Underhilly   consisting   of  household   goods,  taken  credit 

for  the  ex- 
penses in  carrying  on  the  farm,  and  having  afterwards^  by  letter,  admitted  the  sum 
recovered  from  the  purchaser  of  the  crops,  without  repudiating  the  conduct  of  the 
officer,  Heidi  that  he,  and  not  his  officer,  was  liable  for  the  balance  to  l/*.,  notwith- 
itanding  the  officer  had  managed  the  farm  at  CT.'s  request. 

farming 
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fanning  stock,  growing  crops  of  hops,  wheat,  hay, 
underwood,  &c.,  until  Michaelmas^  sufiering  Underhitt 
to  carry  on  the  farm :  he  advanced  money  to  Undar^ 
hill  for  this  purpose;  paid  wages  and  various  other 
expenses ;  and  from  time  to  time  disposed  of  the  crops 
as  they  became  fit,  and  sold  the  household  furniture  by 
public  auction.  Martin^  the  incoming  tenant,  had 
agreed  to  take  of  the  sheriff  all  the  hay,  straw,  under- 
wood, manure^  &c.  at  a  fair  valuation.  Martin  having 
at  Michaelmas  taken  possession  of  the  farm,  Hoskins 
required  him  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  valuation,  190^ 
Martin,  however,  refused  to  pay  more  than  84/.  14f.  6d* 

Shortly  after  the  writ  was  returnable,  Prickett's  at- 
torney ruled  the  sheriff  to  return  tl\eji.ja.  After  sundry 
fruitless  applications  to  Martin  for  the  190/.,  the  sheriff 
returned  the  writ  as  follows :  —  *'  I  have  levied  and 
made  of  the  goods  and  chattels  of  Henry  Underhill  to 
the  value  of  750/.  1S5.  4d,  out  of  which  I  have  paid  fiir 
rent,  14SA;  for  king's  taxes,  4/.  85.  4£L;  for  duty  on 
hops,  49/.  95.;  for  labour  and  expenses,  145/.  lis.  4^; 
for  possession  and  for  auctioneer's  charges,  48/.  105.  ld.\ 
and  the  residue,  after  deducting  therefrom  the  sheriff's 
legal  poundage,  I  have  ready,  as  by  the  said  writ  I  am 
commanded.  And  the  said  Henry  Underhill  hath  not 
any  other  or  more  goods  or  chattels  in  my  bailiwick, 
&c.  &c." 

This  return  included  only  84/.  145.  6^.  of  the  valua- 
tion to  Martin^  and  was,  therefore,  objected  to  by 
Pricketfs  attorney,  who  wished  an  action  to  be  brought 
against  Martin  for  the  whole  amount  of  the  valuation, 
viz.  190/. 

In  Hilary  term  1829,  an  action  was  accordingly 
brought  by  the  sheriff  against  Martin^  in  which  Martin 
let  judgment  go  by  default,  and  a  writ  of  inquiry  was  ex- 
ecuted.    And  it  appearing  in  evidence  tliat  Martin  had 

paid 
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paid  to  the  landlord  4S/.  ISs.  2d.  on  account  of  rent, 
the  jury  gave  a  verdict  for  the  sheriff  for  146/.  145.  lOd. 
damages,  besides  costs,  which  Martin  subsequently  paid 
into  the  hands  of  the  sheriff.  This  payment  was  ad- 
mitted by  the  following  letter  from  the  under-sheriff  to 
UnderhilTs  attorney :  — 

"  Prickett  v.  UnderhiU. 

"  Sir, — This  writ  is  returned  and  filed  in  the  proper 
office,  and  you  will  see  from  that  what  amount  was 
levied  at  the  time  the  return  was  made ;  since  which  we 
have  recovered  from  a  Mr.  Martin  a  further  sum  upon 
a  valuation  made  to  him,  which  must  be  added  to  the 
sheriff's  return  as  soon  as  we  can  settle  with  the  Plain- 
tiff^ which  we  have  not  been  able  to  do.  If  you  are 
concerned  for  UnderhiU^  you  may,  on  making  an  ap- 
pointment, inspect  the  accounts  at  our  office,  now  in 
our  possession. 

Mr.  UnderhiU^  however,  who  is  related  to  the  Plaintifi^ 
and  for  whose  accommodation  the  farm  was  carried  on, 
knows  pretty  well  the  amount  of  the  expenses ;  he  him- 
self having  received  from  the  officer,  and  laid  out,  the 
greater  part  of  the  money. 

"  Yours,  &c. 


1830. 


Undbrbill 

V. 

Wilson. 


The  146/.  145.  10^.  recovered  from  Martin^  added  to 
750/.  135. 4clf.  actually  levied,  make  a  total  of  897/.  85.  2d^ 
The  sum  directed  to  be  levied,  418/.  125.  4^.,  added 
to  the  expenses  specified  in  the  foregoing  return, — 
390/.  195.  Srf.,  —  amount  only  to  809/.  11 5.  7rf.,  leaving 
a  balance  in  favour  of  UnderhiU^  for  which  a  verdict  was 
given  at  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.  It  was  alleged, 
however,  by  the  Defendant,  that  the  balaiKe  had  been 
left  in  the  hands  ofHoskinSy  who,  at  the  request  of  Under' 
hillf  had  laid  it  out  in  farming  expenses ;  wherefore 

Spankie 
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Spankie  Serjt,  pursadnt  to  leave  reserved  at  the  t 
obtained  a  rule  niii  to  set  aside  the  verdict^  on 
ground  that  HoskinSi  in  undertaking  the  manageme! 
the  farm  at  the  request  of  Underhittj  instead  of  se 
the  efiects  at  once^  had  become  the  agent  of  UPidei 
and  that  the  action  ought  to  have  been  brought^ 
all,  against  Hoskins.  He  cited  Crawder  v.  Long 
where  the  bailiff  having  acted  out  of  the  line  of  his  c 
it  was  held,  that  as  between  the  sheriff  and  the 
ecution  creditor,  the  act  of  the  bailiff  was  not  t 
considered  the  act  of  the  sheriff^  so  as  to  fix  the  Ii 
with  knowledge  of  the  misconduct  of  his  officer. 

Wilde  Serjt,  who  shewed  cause,  contended  that 
sheriff,  by  charging  in  his  return  the  expenses  of  ma 
ing  the  farm,  and  above  all  by  the  under-sheriff^s  Ic 
acknowledging  the  sale  to  Martin^  had  ratified  the 
duct  of  the  officer,  and  had  adopted  all  his  acts. 
Cramder  v.  Long  the  sheriff  was  not  acquainted  witl 
most  material  part  of  his  officer's  conduct. 

Spankie.  .  The  sheriff  could  not  refuse  to  return 
writ;  the  retura,  therefore,  is  to  be  referred  to 
public  duty,  and  not  to  any  adoption  of  Hoskin^s  f 
and  as  the  under-sherifPs  letter  is  merely  explana 
of  the  return,  it  is  subject  to  the  same  observation, 
the  sheriff  is  not  responsible  for  the  conduct  of 
officer,  where  it  is  out  of  the  course  of  duty  which 
law  imposes  on  such  officer.  The  duty  of  the  ofi 
was  to  levy  and  sell  at  once :  if,  at  the  request  of  Un 
hill,  he  neglected  that  duty,  and  undertook  to  niana| 
farm,  and  receive  money  for  the  sale  of  crops,  Un 
hill  must  look  to  the  officer  whom  he  so  constituted 


(a)  8^.  ^C.598. 
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own  agent,  and  not  call  on  the  sheriff  to  make  good 
irregularities  committed  at  his  own  request.  It  is  clear 
that  the  conduct  of  the  officer  is  severable  from  the 
duty  of  the  sheriff.  In  Cook  y.  Palmer  {a\  Bm/leif  3. 
says,  *^  An  arrangement  was  made  by  the  plaintiffs  and 
Theobald^  authorizing  the  officer  to  sell  the  whole  of 
the  goods  for  a  certain  sum.  Upon  that  sale  the 
officer  was  identified  with  the  sheriff,  to  the  extent 
of  the  sum  to  be  levied,  but  not  further;  his  autho^ 
rity  to  sell  to  a  greater  extent  not  being  derived  from 
the  sheriff,  but  from  the  plaintiffs  and  Theobaldy  who 
thereby  made  him  their  agent  as  to  that  part  of  the 
transaction."  And  in  Porter  v.  Viner  {b\  it  is  clearly 
established  that  the  sheriff  is  not  responsible  for  a 
by-act  of  his  officer,  not  done  in  pursuance  of  his  duty. 
So  in  Pallister  v.  PaUister(c)i  where  the  plaintiff  ap- 
pointed a  special  bailiff,  the  sheriff  was  discharged, 
although  the  bailiff  had  taken  fees  to  which  he  had  no 
righj. 


IBSa 


UKDEamUi 
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TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  question  is,  whether  this  action 
for  money  had  and  received  ought  to  have  been  brought 
against  the  sheriff,  or  against  Hoskins  as  the  personal 
agent  of  the  Plaintiff;  and  it  has  been  contended  that 
the  action  ought  to  have  been  brought  against  Hoskins. 

At  the  commencement  of  the  business,  indeed,  Hoskins 
was  acting  in  the  management  of  the  farm  as  agent  of 
the  Plaintiff;  and  for  what  was  done  in  the  management 
of  the  farm,  it  is  clear  an  action  would  not  lie  against 
the  sheriff.  And  I  may  go  so  far  as  to, say,  that  in 
some  circumstances   the  sheriff  might  not  be  bound 

(a)  6-8.^*0.739. 

(b)  In  a  note  to  R*  y.  Sheriff  (^fLondont  |  Cbittyf  6x3. 

(c)  Ibid. 
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even  by  his  own  retarn.  But  what  renders  him  re- 
sponsible in  the  present  case  is  the  letter  written  by  his 
own  agent,  the  under-sheriff.  It  would  have  been  easy 
for  him  to  have  said  that  the  sheriff  would  not  hold 
himself  responsible  for  the  acts  of  Hodnns-  But,  in- 
stead of  that,  he  says,  ''  we  have  recovered  a  farther 
sum  upon  a  valuation  made  to  Martin^  which  must  be 
added  to  the  sheriff's  return  as  soon  as  we  can  settle 
with  the  Plaintiff.  If  you  are  concerned  for  UnderkSli 
you  may  inspect  the  accounts  at  our  oflSoe,  now  in  our 
possession." 

Can  it  be  contended  that  after  this  the  sheriff  b 
not  liable  to  refund  the  money  which  is  thus  proved  to 
have  come  to  his  hands  ?  If  the  action  had  been  brought 
against  Hoskinsy  it  would  have  been  objected,  respondeat 
superior  i  and  that  the  agent  ought  not  to  be  sued  where 
the  principal  is  known,  and  has  sanctioned  the  conduct 
of  the  agent  by  receiving  from  him  the  sum  in  dispute. 

Rule  discharged. 


June  %%• 


PotT  V.  Turner  and  Another. 


A  ship-broker   HT^HIS  was  an   action   of  assumpsit  brought   by  die 

w,  as  such.  Plaintiff,  to  recover  a  deposit  which  he  had  made 

liable  to  be  ^ 

made  a  bank-    on  an  agreement  to  purchase  an  estate  from  the  De- 
"*?*•  fendants. 

The  main  question  on  the  trial  was,  whether  or  not  a 
shipbroker,  named  Baker,  who  had  previously  assigned  the 
estate  to  the  Defendants,  was  liable  to  the  bankrupt  laws, 
his  affairs  being  at  the  time  in  a  state  of  embarrassment 

Baier'i 
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Baier*s  brother  stated  that  they  had  been  in  busincos  ISSO. 
Bt  one  time  as  ship-owners ;  but,  that  after  the  war,  they 
sold  all  their  ships,  and  entered  into  partnership  as 
ship-brokers*  They  obtained  payments  of  the  freights 
of  ships,  which  they  paid  over  to  the  owners  who  eaiy 
ployed  them,  after  deducting  their  commission.  Thej 
procured  cargoes  for  ships,  and  consigned  cargoes 
which  arrived,  to  those  for  whom  they  were  senL 
They  obtained  the  freight  for  these  cargoes,  and  paid 
it  over  in  the  manner  before  mentioned.  For  several 
years  past  they  had  not  shared  any  profits,  ^  there 
were  none  to  share.  All  the  known  creditors  to  the 
amount  of  20/.  agreed  to  take  a  composition  for  the 
debts  on  their  joint  estate,  and  to  release  Baker,  he 
^  having  assigned  his  property  to  them.  The  release^ 
however,  had  not  been  executed  by  all. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plainti£f^ 

Wilde  Seijt.,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved  at  the  trial^ 
obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  set  it  aside  and  enter  a  nonsuit,' 
on  the  ground  that  a  ship-broker  is  not,  as  such,  subjectr 
to  tlie  bankrupt  laws;  and  that,  at  all  events,  there  had 
been  no  proof  that  Baker  owed  any  debt  of  sufficient 
amount  for  a  petitioning  creditor. 

Cross  Serjt^  shewed  cause.  Either  as  a  broker,  or  as 
a  person  receiving  other  men's  monies.  Baker  was  sub- 
ject  to  the  bankrupt  law.  The  statute  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  s.  2^ 
enacts,  that  all  bankers,  brokers,  and  scriveners  re- 
ceiving other  men's  monies  or  estates  into  their  trust  ov 
custody  shall  be  deemed  traders,  liable  to  become  bank- 
rupt. 

•  The  sentence,  ^^  receiving  other  men's  monies  or 
estates  into  their  trust  or  custody,"  is  adjective  to  bankers, 
brokers,  and  scriveners;  and  therefore  a  brcdcer  reeeiv- 
,   Vol.  VI.  3  B  in§ 
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18S0*  ing  other  men's  monies,  us  Baker  did,  is  withia  the 
operation  of  the  statute,  although  he  be  not  a  broker  in 
the  ordinary  sense  for  the  management  of  mercantile 
coatracts. 

But  if  the  Court  should  bold  otherwise^  a  ship- 
broker  who  effects  contracts  for  freight,  fidls  at  least  as 
much  within  the  general  meaning  of  the  word  broker  as 
a  pawnbroker,  who  merely  receives  a  deposit,  .  and 
arranges  no  contract.  And  a  pawnbroker  has  ex* 
pressly  been  holden  to  be  a  broker  within  the  meaning 
of  the  act.     Bawlinson  y.  Pearson,  (a) 

If  Baker  was  subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws,  that  is  a 
sufficient  objection  to  the  Defendant's  title,  although  no 
petitioning  creditor's  debt  were  established ;  and  there 
is  no  performance  by  the  Defendants  of  their  agreement , 
to  deduce  a  clear  title  to  the  premises.  Wilde  ▼.  Fort{b)f 
Ijcnoes  V.  Lmh  (c),  HarUej/  y.  Smith,  (d) 

Wilde.  A  ship-broker  is  not  a  trader,  and  the  <*  re- 
ceiving other  men's  estates  into  their  care  or  custody,** 
applies  only  to  scriveners^  the  last  antecedent  to  the 
sentence.  And  this  clearly  appears  from  the  first  sta- 
tute which  made  scriveners  subject  to  the  bankropt 
laws,  21  Jac.  1.  c.  19.  5. 2.,  where,  by  no  mode  of  reading 
the  clause,  can  the  sentence  ^^  receiving  other  men's 
monies  or  estates,"  &c.  be  applied  to  any  substantive 
besides  scriveners. 

And  a  ship-broker  does  not  come  within  the  meaning 
of  the  word  broken'  in  its  general  application.  The 
business  of  a  ship-broker  is  to  buy  and  sell  ships  tx 
others,  and,  incidentally  to  that,  he  procures  cargoes  fat 
ships  and  receives  freights.  But  the  business  of  a 
broker  is  to  deal  with  money ;  his  duties  and  emdu- 

(a)  s  B,i^  ui.  124,  .  (:fi)n4  Ves.  547. 

\b)  4  Taunt.  334.  ^     .    {d)  Buck.  368. 

ments 
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meDts  are  regulated  by  acts  of  parliament ;  and  a  sliip-        18S0. 
broker  has  been  expressly  holden  not  to  be  a  broker 
within  the  meaning  of  those  acts.     Gibbons  v.  Utile,  (a) 

The  receipt  of  commission  only  renders  subject  to 
die  bankrupt  laws  such  as  use  the  trade  of  merchandize. 
If  Baker  received  money,  deducting  a  commission,  he 
received  it,  not  to  trade  with^  but  to  pay  over. 

At  all  events  the  Plaintiff  has  no  sufficient  objection 
to  the  Defendant's  title,  and  is  not  entitled  to  recover 
without  shewing  by  the  proof  of  a  petitionincr  creditor's 
debt  that  Baker  was  liable  to  have  a  commission  of 
bankrupt  sued  out  against  him.  The  cases  in  equity 
do  not  apply,  because  a  decree  for  specific  performance 
does  not  depend  on  sufficiency  of  legal  title. 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover  a  deposit 
on  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  an  estate.  And  the 
question  is.  Whether  the  Defendants  can  make  a  good 
title  to  the  purchaser  ?  That  depends  on  the  question 
Whether  the  party  who  conveyed  to  the  Defendants  be 
or  be  not  subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws  ?  A  subordinate 
qjLiestion  has  also  arisen,  Whether,  supposing  him  to  be 
subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws,  it  was  incumbent  on  the 
Plaintiff  to  prove  the  existence  of  a  petitioning  cre^ 
ditor's  debt  as  well  as  an  act  of  bankruptcy  ? 

Whether  or  not  Baker  was  subject  to  tlie  bankrupt 
laws  depends  on  the  6  6. 4.  c.  16.  s.  2.,  the  language  of 
which  is,  <^  That  all  bankers,  brokers,  and  persons  using 
ifae  trade  or  profession  of  a  scrivaier,  receiving  other 
men's  monies  or  estates  into  their  trust  or  custody,  and 
persons  insuring  ships  or  their  freight,  or  other  mattersp 
iigainst  perils  of  the  sea,  shall  be  deemed  traders  liabl# 
ta  become  bankrupt" 

3  B  2  It 
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section  apply  to  all  of  them.  And  that  appeared  to  18S0. 
be  the  view  of  the  Court  in  Eavolinson  v.  Pearson.  As 
welly  therefore,  under  the  word  broker  as  the  words 
following  it,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  party  in  the  pre- 
sent case  who  received  commission  for  finding  cargoes 
for  ships,  and  was  intrusted  with  the  receipt  of  freight, 
was  liable  to  be  made  a  bankrupt  With  respect  to  the 
second  question,  whether  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
that  a  commission  might  have  issued,  it  appears  to  me 
that  the  evidence  was  sufficient.  The  brother  had  said, 
that  there  were  no  debts  due  on  their  joint  estate;  but 
there  might  be  debts  on  the  separate  estate  of  Thomas 
Baker^  and  the  case  falls  within  the  principle  of  Ixmes 
V*  Loish^  where  the  Court  refused  to  enforce  a  contract 
because  the  title  sold  was  liable  to  be  questioned  under 
the  operation  of  the  bankrupt  law. 

Park  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  A  ship- 
broker  is,  in  common  parlance,  a  broker;  he  nego- 
tiates freights,  and  receives  other  men's  money,  and 
is  as  much  subject  to  the  bankrupt  laws  as  a  pawn- 
broker. Rawlinson  v.  Pearson  was  a  case  very  fully 
considered  by  most  eminent  judges,  and  much  reliance 
was  placed  on  the  opinion  of  Lord  Hardwick  in  High' 
more  v.  MoUoy  (a),  where  a  pawnbroker  was  holden  to 
be  a  broker.  The  same  point  was  also  established  by 
Wood  B.  in  a  case  from  the  Common  Pleas  at  Lan^ 
caster.  A  shipbroker  therefore  is  a  broker  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute ;  but  the  sentence  <<  receiving 
otiier  men's  estates  into  their  care  or  custody "  applies 
as  well  to  the  word  brokas  as  to  the  word  scriveners, 
which  immediately  precedes  it.  For  the  argument  which 
has  been  drawn  from  the  21  Jac.  1.  c.  19.  vanishes  when 
we  consider  the  language  of  5  G.  2.  c.  30. 

(if)  X  jitk.  %o6. 

3  B  3  Upon 
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.1880.  Upon  the  second  question,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the 

Plaintiff  is  not  bound  to  take  a  doubtful  tiUci  and  the 
present  discussion  shews  that  the  title  which  the  De- 

.iTOBiist.  fendants  offer  is  at  least  doubtful.  There  was  obrtously 
a  possibility  that  Baker  might  have  had  separate  cr^ 
ditors,  and  have  been  liable  to  a  commissioa  at  their 
instance* 

Gaselee  J.  If  there  were  any  doubt  on  the  new 
statute^  it  is  removed  by  the  language  of  5  G.  8*  c«  SO^ 
because  a  broker  there  is  described  as  one  intrusted 
with  great  sums  of  money,  and  with  goods  and  efiecfis 
of  great  value  belonging  to  other  persons;  and  the 
thirty-ninth  section  enacts,  *'That  such  bankers,  brokers, 
and  factors  shall  be  and  are  hereby  declared  to  be  sub- 
ject and  liable  to  this  and  other  statutes  made  conceni- 
ing  bankrupts."  Insurance  brokers  have  also  been 
holden  subject  to  the  same  law.  Upon  the  second 
question  it  is  not  necessary  to  say  more  than  that  courts 
of  equity  will  not  compel  a  purchaser  to  take  a  donbtfiil 
tide,  and  that  the  present  discussion  shews  there  is 
doubt  in  this. 

BosANQUET  J.  I  consider  a  shipbroker  as  liable  to 
the  bankrupt  law  within  the  meaning  of  6G.4.C.16.: 
he  is  employed  in  negotiating  contracts  for  freight,  in 
receiving  money  for  his  principals,  deducting  com- 
mission, and  paying  over  the  difference.  It  has  been 
urged  that  the  sentence  ^'  receiving  other  men's  estates 
into  their  custody"  is  confined  to  scriveners^  and  die 
21  Jacm  1.  c.Sl.  has  been  relied  on  in  support  of  that 
argument.  But  in  the  5  6. 2.  €.  80.  5.  S9.  the  same 
words  are  Expressly  applied  to  brokers  who  recette 
other  men's  monies,  and  the  6G.4*.  r.l6.  oombinet 
them  in  one  sentence  with  bankers  and   scriveners. 

Baker 
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Baker  therefore,  as  a  broker,  or  as  receiving  other  1880< 
men's  monies  into  his  custody,  was  liable  to  the  bank-* 
mpt  laws;  and,  if  so,  have  the  Defendants  fulfilled 
their  engagement  to  make  out  a  clear  title  to  the  pro-  Tvaioai^ 
perty  sold  ?  Seeing  that  Baker  is  subject  to  the  bank- 
rupt laws,  it  rests  with  them  to  satisfy  the  purchaser  that 
no  petitioning  creditor's  debt  could  be  established  against 
him.  But  when  we  see  that  he  had  made  an  assign- 
ment to  his  creditors,  and  that  all  of  them  had  not 
executed  a  release,  it  is  impossible  to  say  that  the  De-> 
fendants  have  made  out  a  clear  title  to  the  property  in 
question.  The  rule  which  has  been  obtained  must, 
therefore,  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 


Foster  and  Others  v.  Weston.  June  %s* 


HTHE  Plaintiffs  sued  on  the  following  instrument  under  Defendants 

sefd:  —  '' Sierra  Leone,  17th  Afay  1828.     We,  Ken.  ^^^^^^ 
neth  M^Aulat/f  Henry  Weston,  and  John  HamUion,  do  to  pay  1500/. 
hereby  bind  ourselves  jointly  and  severally  to  Messrs.  ^°  ^  delivered 
Foster  and  Smith,  of  London,  for^the  due  and  sufficient  gooda,  by 
payment  of  the  sum  of  1500/.  sterling,  which  amount  is  to  three  pay- 
be  handed  over  and  delivered  to  Robert  Dargan  in  goods  ^J^       i^ 
for  sale  on  their  account  at  the  invoice  prices  with  ex-  five,  and  se- 
penses,  that  is  to  say,  that  the  goods  shall  amount  to  ^^°}?'^ ' 
1300/.  sterling,  calculating  Uiat  the  expenses  will  amount  the  instroment 
to  200/.,  making  together  1500/.  as  before  stated.    Now,  ^^  not  ^^Tf 
the  condition  of  this  obligation  is  such,  that  the  said 
sum  of  1500/.  is  to  be  duly  paid  and  remitted  to  Foster 

3  B  4  and 
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18S0*  and  Smith  in  three  equal  payments  of  6001^  at  three, 
fiye^  and  seven  mcMiths  from  this  date.  And  we,  K.  M^ 
H.  fV^  and  J.  H.j  hereby  bind  ourselves  for  the  doe 
payment  of  the  same  at  those  periods.  In  failure  of 
which  we  acknowledge  and  hereby  render  ourselves 
liable  to  be  sued  and  proceeded  against  for  the  amount 
Witness  our  hands,"  &c 

The  prothonotary  having  computed  and  allowed  in- 
terest on  a  rule  to  stay  proceedings  on  payment  of  the 
sum  due  and  costs, 

Wilde  Serjt  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  the  prothonotary 
to  review  his  taxation  and  disallow  the  interest. 

Spankie  Serjt  shewed  cause.  The  interest  was  pro- 
perly allowed.  The  rule  is,  that  a  party  is  entitled  to 
interest  upon  a  sum  payable  at  a  day  certain,  or  secured 
by  any  mercantile  instrument  This  instrument,  though 
purporting  to  be  a  bond,  is  plainly  a  mercantile  con- 
tract; it  differs  only  by  the  formality  of  sealing  from 
bilb  of  exchange  for  the  same  amount,  payable  at  three, 
five,  and  seven  months;  and  tlie  days  on  which  the 
sums  are  payable  are  equally  certain.  In  Farquhar  v. 
Morris  (a),  where  a  bond  dated  on  a  day  certain  in  a 
penal  sum,  conditioned  for  payment  of  a  lesser  sum 
generally,  without  naming  any  day  of  payment,  was  pay- 
'  able  on  the  day  of  the  date,  the  Court  referred  it  to  the 
Master  to  compute  principal,  interest,  and  costs  thereon, 
and  held  that  interest  was  due  on  such  bond  though  not 
expressly  reserved.  In  De  Havilland  v.  Bowerbank  {b)f 
Lord  EUenborough  said,  "  It  appears  to  me,  that  interest 
ought  to  be  allowed  only  in  cases  where  there  is  a  con- 
tract for  the  payment  of  money  on  a  certain  day,  as  on 

(a)  7  T.  R^  x»4.  W  I  Camph.  50. 
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bills  of  exchange,  promissory  notes,  &c.;  or  where  there 
has  been  an  express  promise  to  pay  interest ;  or  where, 
from  the  cause  of  dealing  between  the  parties,  it  may  be 
inferred  that  this  was  their  intention ;  or  where  it  can 
be  proved  that  the  money  has  been  used,  and  interest 
has  been  actually  made."     In   Hqgan  v.  Page  (a),  tbe 
proceedings  were  on  a  single  bond,  evidently  not  a  mer« 
cantile  instrument;  and  in  Higgins  v.  Sargent{b\ — where 
it  was  held,  that  in  covenant  upon  a  policy  of  insurance 
upon  the  life  of  A.^  payable  six  months  after  due  proof 
of  his  death,  the  assured  were  not  entitled  to  recover 
interest  upon  the  principal  sum  insured,  from  the  expir- 
ation of  six  months  after  due  proof  of  the  death  of  ^.,  — - 
the  day  of  payment  was  uncertain,  depending  on  the  life 
of  A.     But  in  Page  v.  Newman  (c),  the  rule  was  again 
confirmed,  that  interest  is  not  payable  on  money  secured 
by  a  written  instrument,  unless  it  appear  on  the  face 
of  the  instrument  itself  that  interest  was  intended  to 
be  paid,   or  unless  it  be  implied  from  the  usage  of 
trade,   as  in  the  case  of  mercantile  instruments.     The 
instrument  in  that  case  was  rather  an  agreement  than  a 
promissory  note,  and  the  sum  was  payable  on  a  con- 
tingency, not  on  a  day  certain.     And  though  the  rule 
propounded    in    Amott  v.  Redfern  (d)   was   impugned 
by  Lord  Tenterden  as  being  somewhat  too  liberal  on 
the  subject  of  interest,  it  may  be  questioned  whether 
the  law  of  Scotland^  which  that  decision  upheld,  is  not 
more  consistent  with  justice  than  a  practice  which  enables 
a  debtor,  by  withholding  payment,  to  deprive  his  creditor 
'  of  the  use  he  would  have  been  enabled  to  draw  from  hid 
money  if  it  had  been  paid  according  to  the  debtor^s 
engagement. 


1880. 


Foster 


(a)  jB.^P.s37. 
(^)  2B.lsfC.  348- 


(c)  ^B.^C.  378. 
(//)  3J?i>gA.353- 
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dpal  to  his  own  use.  But  this  Court  held,  that  interest  1830. 
was  not  due  by  law  for  money  lent  without  a  contract 
for  it,  expressed,  or  to  be  implied  from  the  usage  of 
trade,  or  from  special  circumstances.  Now,  if  interest 
be  not  due  for  money  lent,  which  is  to  be  repaid  either 
upon  demand  or  at  a  given  time^  it  follows  that  it  is 
not  due  for  money  payable  within  a  certain  time,  after 
due  proof  of  the  happening  of  a  particular  event." 
Holroyd  J.  '^  It  is  clearly  established  by  the  later 
authorities,  that  unless  interest  be  .payable  by  the  con^ 
sent  of  the  parties,  express,  or  implied  from  the  usage 
of  trade,  (as  in  the  case  of  bills  of  exchange)  or  other 
circumstances,  it  is  not  due  by  common  law.  Even  in 
De  Havilland  v.  Bawerbanij  Lord  EUenborough  was 
of  opinion,  that  where  money  of  the  plaintiff  had  come 
to  the  hands  of  the  defendant,  to  establish  a  right  of 
interest  upon  it,  there  should  either  be  a  specific  agree- 
ment to  that  effect,  or  something  should  appear  from 
which  a  promise  to  pay  interest  might  be  inferred,  or 
proof  should  be  given  of  the  money  having  been  used  ; 
and  in  Gordon  v.  Swariy  although  the  money  was  pay- 
able at  a  particular  day,  nonpayment  at  that  day  was 
held  not  to  give  any  right  to  interest.  Independently  of 
these  authorities,  I  am  of  opinion,  upon  the  principles 
of  the  common  law,  that  interest  is  not  payable  upon  a 
sum  certain  payable  at  a  given  day." 

And  in  Page  v.  Newman^  Lord  Tenterden  said,  "It  is 
a  rule,  sanctioned  by  the  practice  of  more  than  half 
a  century,  that  money  lent  does  not  carry  interest." 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  There  can  be  little  doubt  that  the 
party  who  framed  this  instrument  intended  that  it  should 
operate  as  a  bond :  but  it  has  not  that  effect ;  for  there 
is  no  penalty,  and  the  parties  are  bound  only  in  the 
amount  which  is  to  be  actually  paid.  It  is  only  simplex 
obligation  and  the  question  is,  Whether,  in  all  cases 

in 
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1880.  in  which  money  is  made  payable  at  a  day  certain,  the 
party  is  entitled  to  interest.  The  case  of  Higgint  ▼• 
Sargent^  in  which,  on  the  death  of  the  party  the  day 
Wfstam.  became  certain,  will  govern  the  present;  and  there  are 
many  cases  in  which  sums  are  payable  on  a  day  certain, 
and  yet  interest  is  not  reooveraUe.  For  instance,  rent 
is  reserved  payable  on  a  day  certain,  and.  yet,  where 
debt  or  covenant  is  brought  for  rent,  a  jury  would  not 
be  warranted  in  giving  interest.  If  it  be  the  intenticm 
of  the  party  to  obtain  interest,  it  is  always  in  his  power 
to  insert  in  the  contract  an  express  stipulation  to  that 
effect  In  the  present  case,  there  is  no  stipulation  for 
interest  on  the  face  of  the  contract  The  instrument  oo 
which  it  is  sought  to  recover  it  is  not  a  commercial  in* 
strument,  nor  one  on  which  there  has  been  any  usage 
to  allow  interest  We  ought  not  to  break  into  the  mie^ 
which  is  now  well  understood,  and  therefore  this  rule 
must  be  made  absolute. 

Park  J.  I  do  not  say  that  the  law  of  Scoiland  oo 
this  point  is  not  wise,  and  there  certainly  has  been  a 
diversity  of  practice  here;  but  the  question  is.  What  is 
the  rule  now  established.  Two  reasons  have  been  urged 
for  allowing  the  Plainti£&  interest  here ;  the  first,  that 
the  sums  are  payable  on  a  day  certain ;  and,  secondly, 
that  this  is  a  mercantile  contract.  I  think  this  is  not  a 
mercantile  contract  And  as  to  the  argument  deduced 
from  the  payment  on  a  day  certain,  it  is  answered  by  the 
cases  which  have  been  alluded  to,  particularly  Hi^ns 
V.  Sargent.  There  it  was  held,  that  in  covenant  upon 
a  policy  of  insurance  -upon  the  life  of  A.^  payable  six 
months  after  due  proof  of  his  death,  the  assured  were 
not  entitled  to  recover  interest  upon  the  principal  sum 
insured,  from  the  expiration  of  six  months  after  dae 
proof  of  the  death  of  ^. 

In  the  other  case  of  Page  v.  Newman,  the  rule  was 

most 
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most  accurately  laid  down  by  Lord  Tenterderij  and  it 
ought  to  be  uniform  in  all  the  courts  till  the  le^slature 
shall  have  altered  it. 

Gaselee  J.  In  early  periods  of  the  law  we  find  the 
decisions  on  this  point  conflicting,  but  according  to 
the  practice  of  late  years,  this  is  clearly  not  a  case  in 
which  interest  can  be  Allowed. 


1850. 


BosANgUET  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Excep- 
tions to  the  rule  for  the  allowance  of  interest  ought  not 
to  be  unnecessarily  multiplied.  There  is  no  stipulation 
here  for  interest  on  the  face  of  the  contract  The  in- 
strument is  not  a  mercantile  instrument,  though  perhaps 
originating  in  a  mercantile  transaction ;  nor  is  it  one  on 
which  there  is  any  usage  for  the  allowance  of  interest* 

Rule  absolute* 


1 
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Davis  v.  Garrett. 

Plaintiff  put      rp^£  declaration  stated,  that  theretofore,  to  wit,  oi 

Ifaiwl^'  *®  ^^  ^^y  ®^  January  1829,  at  Londany  in  the 

barge,  lime,  parish  of  St.  Maiy-te^Bamy  in  the  ward  of  Cheapo  the 
^m  "^JmU-  Pl^n^iff*  »^  t^e  sipec\2\  instance  and  request  of  the  De- 
way  to  Xoii-  fendant,  delivered  to  the  Defendant  on  board  a  certaio 
don.  Th»  barge  or  vessel  of  the  Defendant  called  the  Safety^  and 
bareTdemted  ^®  Defendant  then  and  there  had  and  received  in  and 
unoecetiarily  on  board  of  the  said  barge  or  vessel  from  the  Plain- 
*^^  *^"*^  tiff  a  large  quantity,  to  wit,  ll*i  tons  of  lime  of  the 
during  the  de-  Plaintiff  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  lOOJl,  to 
▼iation  a  tern-  \^  by  ^^  Defendant  carried  and  conveyed  in  and  oi 
^  lime,  and  board  the  said  barge  or  vessel  from  a  certain  place,  ta 
tlie  barge  tak-  wit,  BeaJy  Cliff  in  the  county  of  Kent^  to  the  Regenti 
\  ^  V*  *^^'    Canal  in  the  county  of  Middlesexj  the  act  of  God,  the 

was  lost  t  king's  enemies,  fire,  and  all  and  every  other  dangen 

Held,  that     ^n j  accidents  of  the  seas,   rivers,  and  navigation,  ol 
the  Defendant      ,  ,  .    ,  .  j     j. 

was  liable,  and  ^"^^   nature    or   kmd    soever    excepted,    for    certain 

the  caute  of      reasonable  reward  to  be  therefore  paid  by  the  Plaintifl 

•     ^"y  to  the  Defendant :  that  the  said  barge  or  vessel  aftc^ 
proximate  to  ^ 

entitle  Plaintiff  wards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  departed  and  s^t  sail  on 

to  recover  un-  ^^  intended  voyage,  then  and  there  having  the  said 

T.  ^^o„  alleging  ^^^^  ^^  board  of  the  same  to  be  carried  and  conveyed 

the  Defiend-  as  aforesaid,  except  as  aforesaid,  and  it  thereby  then 

carrv  thclime  *"^^  there  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  Defendant  to 

without  unne-  have  carried   and   conveyed   the  said  lime   on   board 

ccmry  devi-  ^f  ^^  ^^j j  barge  or  vessel  from  Beady  Cliff  to  the 

averring  a  Iom  S£genf$  Canal,  the  act  of  God,  and  such  other  matten 
byunnecetsaiy  and  things  excepted,  as  were  above  mentioned  to  have 

deviation. 

1  a.  The  Uw  implies  a  duty  on  the  owner  of  a  veuely  whether  a  general  ship  oc 

hired  for  the  special  purpose  of  the  voyage,  to  proceed  without  unnecessary  deviation 
in  the  usual  course. 

been 
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been  excepted,  by  and  according  to  the  direct,  usual, 
and  customary  way,  course,  and  passage,  without  any 
voluntary  and  unnecessary  deviation  or  departure  from, 
or  delay  or  hindrance  in  the  same :  but  the  Defendant, 
not  regarding  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  but  contriving 
and  wrongfully  intending  to  injure  and  prejudice  the 
Plaintiff  in  that  respect,  did  not  carry  or  convey  the 
said  lime  on  board  of  the  barge  or  vessel  from  Betdy 
Cliff'  aforesaid  to  the  Begenfs  Candlj  although  not 
prevented  by  the  acts,  matters,  or  things  excepted  as 
aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,  by  and  according  to  the  directy* 
usual,  and  customary  way  and  passage,  without  any 
voluntary  and  unnecessary  deviation  or  departure  from, 
or  delay  or  hindrance  in  the  same,  but  on  the  contrary 
thereof,  afterwards,  and  before  the  arrival  of  the  said 
barge  or  vessel  as  aforesaid  at  the  Regent* s  Canal^  the 
Defendant  by  one  John  Towuj  the  master  of  the  said 
barge  or  vessel,  and  the  agent  of  the  Defendant  in  that 
behalf,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  without  the  knowledge  and  against 
the  will  of  the  Plaintiff,  voluntarily  and  npnecessarily 
deviated  and  departed  from  and  out  of  such  usual  and 
customary  way,  course,  and  passage^  with  the  said  barge 
or  vessel  so  having  the  said  lime  on  board  of  the  same, 
to  certain  parts  out  of  such  usual  and  customary  course 
and  passage,  to  wit,  to  a  certain  place  called  the  East 
Swale^  and  to  a  certain  place  called  fVhitstable  Bay^  and 
did  then  and  there  voluntarily  and  unnecessarily  carry 
and  navigate  the  said  barge  or  vessel  with  the  lime  on 
board  thereof  as  aforesaid  to  the  said  parts  out  of  such 
usual  and  customary  course  and  passage  as  aforesaid^ 
and  delay  and  detain  the  said  last-mentioned  barge  or 
vessel  with  the  lime  on  board  thereof,  for  a  long  space 
of  time,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of  twenty-four  hours  then 
next  following :  and  the  said  barge  or  vessel  so  having 
the  said  lime  on  board  of  the  same,  was  by  reason  of 
•uok  deviation  and  departure,  and  delay  and  detention 

out 
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out  of  such  usual  and  customary  course  and  passage 
and  before  her  arrival  at  the  Begenfs  Canal  aforesaidi  U 
wit,  on,  &c  at,  &c.  exposed  to  and  assailed  by  a  grea 
storm  and  great  and  heavy  sea*  and  was  thereby  tba 
and  there  wrecked,  shattered,  and  broken,  and  by  meau 
thereof  the  said  lime  of  the  Plaintiff  so  on  board  iJm 
said  barge  or  vessel  as  aforesaid,  became  and  was  io' 
jured,  burnt,  destroyed,  and  wholly  lost  to  the  Plainti£E 
to  wit,  at,  &c.  whereby  the  Plaintiff  lost  divers  greal 
gains,  profits,  and  emoluments,  amounting  to  a  largi 
sum  of  money,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  50A,  which  he  migbl 
and  otherwise  would  have  made  thereby,  to  wit,  at,  &c. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  London  sittings  aftei 
Michaelmas  term  last,  it  appeared,  that  the  master  of  the 
Defendant's  barge  had  deviated  from  the  usual  and 
customary  course  of  the  voyage  mentioned  in  the  de- 
claration, without  any  justifiable  cause ;  and  that  afte^ 
wards,  and  whilst  such  barge  was  out  of  her.  course^  in 
consequence  of  violent  and  tempestuous  weather^  the  sea 
communicated  with  the  lime  which  thereby  became 
heated,  and  the  barge  caught  fire;  and  the  master  waa 
compelled,  for  the  preservation  of  himself  ajnd  the  crew, 
to  run  the  barge  on  shor^e,  where  both  the  linae  and  the 
barge  were  entirely  lost. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintifi^ 


Taddy  Serjt.  obtained  a  rule  nm  for  a  new  trial,  or 
to  arrest  the  judgment,  on  the  ground,  first,  that  the 
deviation  by  the  master  of  the  barge  was  not  a  cause  iif 
the  loss  of  the  lime  sufficiendy  proximate  to  entitle  the 
Plaintiff  to  recover,  inasmuch  as  tlie  loss  might  have  been 
occasioned  by  the  same  tempest  if  the  barge  had  pro- 
ceeded in  her  direct  course;  and,  secondly,  that  the 
declaration  contained  no  allegation  of  any  undertaking 
on  the  part  of  the  Defendant  to  carry  the  lime  directly 

firom 
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from  Bewly  Cliff"  to  the  Begenfs  Canal;  an  allegation  M«0- 

which,  it  was  contended,  on  the  authority  of  Max  v.  ixavfi 
Scberts  {a)j  was  essential  to  the  Plaintiff's  recovery. 


OAVBan. 


Wilde  Seijt  shewed  cause.  If  the  deviation  was  a 
t>reach  of  thie  master's  duty,  the  loss  is  sufficiently 
proximate.  But  the  deviation  was  a  breach  of  duty, 
because  in  the  contract  to  carry  the  Plaintiff's  lime 
from  Betdy  to  the  ftegenfs  Canal^  it  is  an  implied 
condition  that,  for  the  purpose  of  avcnding  unnecessary 
delay,  the  lime  shall  be  carried  in  the  usual  and  dii^t 
course.  The  exception  of  perils  of  the  seas  and  nayi* 
gation,  .&c.  applies  only  to  perils  incurred  in  the  direct 
and  usual  course ;  and  of  perils  encountered  out  of  tb^t 
course  the  Defendant  must  take  on  himself  the  respona* 
ibility.  So,  upon  policies  of  insurance,  if  a  loss  happen 
during  a  deviation,  it  is  not  a  loss  within  the  meaning 
of  the  policy,  and  the  underwriter  is  exonerated.  So, 
if  a  party  direct  a  horse  to  be  led  by  a  given  road,  and 
the  conductor  chooses  to  proceed  by  a  difierent  track^ 
he  will  be  responsible  for  any  injury  the  horse  may 
sQstain. 

With  respect  to  the  objection  to  the  declaration, 
it  may  be  admitted,  for  the  purpose  of  argument,  that 
the  action  is  ex  quasi  contractu^  and  that  it  cannot  be 
ascertained  what  was  tlie  duty  of  the  Defendant,  unless 
the  contract  be  stated  out  of  which  that  duty  is  alleged 
to  aris^  But  there  is  no  ground  in  this  case  for  the 
dbgections  taken  to  the  declaration  in  Max  y,  Robetisi 
There  the  count  stated  that  the  defendants  being  owners 
tt  a  ship  at  Liverpool^  bound  o)a  a  voyage  from  thence 
to  Waterfordy  the  plaintiff  shipped  jgoods  on  board,  to 
be  carried  upon  the  said  voyage  by  the  defendants,  and 

{a)  ia&j/,89. 

Vol.  VI.  S  C  to 


- 
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1880.       tQ  be  delivered  9^  Waterfard  to  l|ie  pUuntiflfs  jassigoi 
whereupon  the  plaiQti£P  .insured  the  goods  at  and  .fipi 
Liverpool  to  Wfit€i[fardi   tbat.it  wa3  the  duty  of  ti^ 
defendants,  as  such  owners,  to  cause  the  ship  to  pre 
j^eed  on  ^e  ^voyage  from.  XJverpool  to  Waier/brd  witb 
fmt  deviatiop ;  and  alleged  as -a  breach  of  6ucl|  ,d^ 
their  causing  the  ship  to  deviate  from  the  .cpiifse  ,c 
that  voyage ;  after  which  ,she  was  lost  with  the  goo4¥ 
and  the  plaintilB^  by  reason  of  such  deviation,  lost,  .hi 
goods  and  the  benefit  of  his  policy,  &c*  It  was  bdd  ibft 
the  count  could  not  be  sustained  for  want  of  al|egii^ 
that  the  goods  were  delivered  to  or  received  by  t^ad^ 
fendants  for  the  purpose  of  carriage,  or  that  thj^  luM 
notice  of  the  shipment,  from  whenpe  a  promise  or  dotj 
founded  upon  an  agreement  to  carry  the  good«^  mig^ 
be  inferred;  and  also  for. want  of  an  allegiadoa  tbatljbi 
defendants  undertook  to  carry  the,. goods  ;f]icectly,H 
fVaterford  from  Liverpool j  for  though  the.jship's  ulifi 
mate  destination  might  be  Watetrfi^d^  yet  ^e,,in|gii 
^lavei.b^en. first  destined  to  othep  places  on  ft  CQfisti^ 
voyage..  .      .    ..  , 

In  this  declaration  it  is  distinctly  alleged  that  t(^^  J^ 
fendant  had  receiv^  the  lime  in  and  pn  board,  of  hi 
barge  to  be  by  him  carried  and  convqred  frpm  Beafy  h 
the  Regent* s  Canal ;  and  though  it  is  not  alleg^.  tip 
the  Defendant  undertook  to  carry,  tJbe  li^e  dirpc^.ti 
the  R^genfs  panal,  it  is  averred  that  it  waa  hi^,/Ju(y,4 
flurry,  it  by  and  according  to  the  .direct  usuxii,.sJff 
customary  way,  course,  and  passage,. without  any  yqlon 
tary  and  unnecessary  deviation  and  departui^  ;{,aq4,ll|i 
breach  is  alleged  in  deviating  unnecessarily  firom  tl^ 
usual  and  customary  way« 

Taddy.  The  cause  assigned  for  the  loss  of  the  linx 
is  too  remote  to  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  sue.     In  jwt 

causa 
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1fa^d  prdxtma  nM  remota  speclatur )  but  bei^fe  the  allegeci 

c^bse  of  the  loss  is  mdny  remdves  frbni  the'adcid^iit. 

The  mastei*  deviated ;  by  deviation  he  \vas  ekpo^ed  to  &  ^u. 

storm';  the  storm  wetted  the  lime ;  the  linfie  ctfught  fire     GAimtrf . 

froih  the  wetting;  the  barge  caught iire  frohi  the  limfeT; 

the  bhrge  sank ;  arid  the  lime  perished.    If  the  deviatibh 

•be  holden  the  cfttise  of  the  loss  here,  thci'e  is  no  foi^ 

telling  to  what  link  in  the  chain  of  causation  plaintiffe 

'May  ascend  hereafter.     But  it  cannot  be  averred  with 

eertahity  tbbt'the  devtatidn  was  evien  the  mribte  6d'usb 

'Of-  the  loss ;  for  the  bafgef  might  havte  encountered,  arid 

probably  would  have  ericounteii^,  the  same  stdfhi  if  shb 

bad  pr6ceed^d  in  a  direct  course. 

At  all  events,  the  declaration  should  have  alleged,  on 
th*  part  of  the  Defendant,  an  (express  undertaking  to 
ctrry  the  lime  by  the  direct  course;  for  he  might  haVb 
idiewn  that  no  such'  undertaking  existed;  that  hd  Was 
liccusltottied,   as  carriers  are   wont,   to   call   at  places 

ik)fnewhrit  but  of  the  direct  coqrse,'  for  the  cortven Wilde 

• 

ii^  hts  general  bu^neiss,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  hkd 
consented  to  send  his  goods  by  such  course  as  '{he 
carrief  usually  pursued.  The  only  undertaking  that 
call  fairiy  be  implied,  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant^  fs 
to  convey  this  goods  carefully  and  iri  reasonable  time; 
If6is  not  bound  to  ptirsufe  ariy  paiticiilar  course;  bdt,  ih 
thatrespbct,  to  corisulthis  own  coiivenierice. "  If'tbfeVfe 
we»e  any  express  contract  to  bind  him  i6  a  strictet*  plef- 
formatfce,  it  ought  to  have  been  truly  stated,  that  it 
might  be  ^een  what  duty  faulted  frdiri  it.  In  the*  bldifr 
forms'  of  actidtis  )igairist  'A'carHer,  the  ^xjiressloh  is 
MscepifyyihxcYi  shoWs  thAt  the  action  against  him  is  e!c 
contractu  {a\  and  governed  by  hll  the  prlhclplisfs  whidh 
apply  to  an  action  of  contract.  Max  v.  Roberts^  there- 
-foi-e,  is  in  point ;  and  if  the  declarati6h  there  was  ill 

(a)  Per  DenisonJ,  i  ff?//.  28a. 

3  C  2  because 
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particular  circunfistances  which  accompanied  the  de- 
struction of  the  barge ;  for  it  is  obvious,  that  the  legal 
consequences  must  be  the  same,  whether  the  loss  was 
immediately,  by  the  sinking  of  the  barge  at  once  by  a 
heavy  sea,  when  she  was  out  of  her  direct  and  usual 
course,  or  whether  it  happened  at  the  same  place,  not 
in  consequence  of  an  immediate  death's  wound,  but  by 
a  connected  chain  of  causes  producing  the  same  ultimate 
event.  It  is  only  a  variation  in  the  precise  mode  by 
which  the  vessel  was  destroyed,  which  variation  will* 
necessarily  occur  in  each  individual  case. 

But  the  objection  taken  is,  that  there  is  no  natural  or 
necessary  connection  between  the  wrong  of  the  master 
in  taking  the  barge  out  of  its  proper  course,  and  the 
loss  itself;  for  that  the  same  loss  might  have  been 
occasioned  by  the  very  same  tempest,  if  the  barge  had 
{nroceeded  in  her  direct  course. 

But  if  this  argument  were  to  prevail,  the  deviation  of 
die  master,  which  is  undoubtedly  a  ground  of  action 
against  the  owner,  would  never,  or  only  under  very 
peculiar  circumstances,  entitle  the  Plaintiff  to  recover. 
For  if  a  ship  is  captured  in  the  course  of  deviation,  no 
one  can  be  certain  that  she  might  not  have  been  cap- 
tured if  in  her  proper  course.  And  yet,  in  Parker  v. 
Jemes{a)j  where  the  ship  was  captured  whilst  in  the  act 
of  deviation,  no  such  ground  of  defence  was  even  sug- 
gested. Or,  again,  if  the  ship  strikes  against  a  rock, 
or  perishes  by  storm  in  the  one  course,  no  one  can  pre* 
dicate  that  she  migh^  not  equally  have  struck  upon 
another  rock,  or  met  with  the  same  or  another  storm,  if 
pursuing  her  right  and  ordinary  voyage. 

The  same  answer  might  be  attempted  to  an  action 
against  a  Defendant  who  had,  by  mistake,  forwarded  a 
parcel  by  the  wrong  conveyance,  and  a  loss  had  thereby 
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ensued ;  and  yet  the  Defendant  in  that  case  wool 
doubtedly  be  liable* 

But  we  think  the  real  answer  to  the  objection  ii 
no  wrong-doer  can  be  allowed  to  apportion  or  qua] 
own  wrong ;  and  that  as  a  loss  has  actually  bap 
whilst  his  wrongful  act  was  in  operation  and  fore 
which  is  attributable  to  his  wrongful  act,  he  oani 
up  as  an  answer  to  die  action  the  bare  possibilit 
I0GS9  if  his  wrongful  act  bad  never  been  donet  It 
admit  of  a  diffetent  construction  if  he  could  ahe 
only  that  the  same  loss  niigik.bave  happeiied»  bu 
it  mtis^  have  happened  if  the  act  complained  of,, hi 
been  done ;  but  there  is  no  eTidence  to  that  cad 
the  present  case.   - 

Upon  the  objection  taken  in  arrest  of  judgmei 
Dctfendant  relies  on  ilie  authority  of  the  craae  of  J 
Rcberts.  The  first  ground  of  objection  upon,  whj 
judgment,  for  the  Def^dant  in  thsJt  qase  was  9S&fA 
entirely  removed  ii\  the  present  casie^  For  ia.tl; 
claration  it  is  distinctly  alleged,  that  the  De£ei;ula] 
and.  received  the  lime  in  and  on  board  of  hi^  hsi 
be  by  ium  caniied  and  conveyedi.o^^thQ.iTpyi 
quef^tion^^.      ,    : 

As  to  the  second  objection  mentioned  by  the  h 
Lord,  in  giving  the  judgment  in  that  case,  via 
there  is  no  allegation  in  the  declaration  that  thei 
an  undertaking  to  carry  directly  to  Waterfordy  it 
be  observed,  that  this  is  mentioned  as  an  addi 
ground  for  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  after  o 
which  it  may  fairly  be  inferred  from  the  language 
Chief  Justice  that  all  the  Judges  had  agreed  ;  and 
first  objection  appears  to  us  amply  sufficient  to  si 
the  judgment  of  the  Court.  We  cannot,  thei 
give  to  that  second  reason  the  same  weight  as  if  ii 
the  only  ground  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  I. 
all  events,  we  think  there  b  a  distinction  betwa 

Ian 
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langaage  of  this  record  and  that  of  the  cose  referred  tOb 
In  the  case  cited,  the  allegation  was,  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  defendant  to  carry  the  goods  directly  to 
Waterford ;  but  here  the  allegation  is,  ^^  that  it  was  his 
duty  to  carry  the  lime  by  and  acooarding  to  the  direct^ 
usual,  and  customary  way,  csourae,  and  passage,  with- 
out  any  voluntary  and  unnecessary  deviation  and  de- 
parture*" ...  .  ,  ..  .  j 
t*-  The  words  usual  and  customary  being  added  to  the 
word  direct^  more  particularly  when  the  breach  is  alleg^ 
in  1*^  unneoeisarily  deviating  from  the.  usual  and  cus- 
tomafy  way,"  must  be  held  to  qualify,  the  roeaning^  of 
the  word  direct,  and  substantially  to  signify  that  the 
vessel  should  proceed  in  the  course  usually  and  customN 
arily  observed  i»  that  her  voyage.  . 

And  we  cannot  but  think  thaft  ^the  law  does  imfriy  a 
duty  in  the  'owner  of  a  vessel,  whetlier  a  general  ship 
or  hired  for  the  special  purpose  of  the  voyage,:  to  pro« 
ceed  without  unnecessary  deviation  in  the  usual 'and 
ciMtonmary  course. 

:    We' therefore  think  the  rule  should  be  discharged^ 
and  tliat  judgment  should  be  given  for  the  Plainti£     > 

Rule  discharged; 
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Sime%%.  Lancaster  and  Another  v*  Christopher 

Harrison. 

l)efendant        ^HIS  was  an  action  on  several  bills  of  exchange  drains 
drew  bills  !•  jjy  the  Defendant,  accepted  by  his  brother  Chartn 

iicc^or  C.H.,  Harrison^  and  indorsed  to  the  Plaintiffs, 
and  it  wu  Charles  Harrison  being  considerably  indebted  to  the 

SSfto  iSdi  Plainti*^  by  indenture  made  the  20th  of  February  1888, 
Plaiiitiff)  the      between  himself  of  the  first  part,  the  Defendant  of  the 

holder  of  the     gecond,  the  Plaintiflfe  of  the  third,  and  Thomas  BomU 

D1I1S9  M  well 

as  the  Defend-  ^^  ^^e  fourth,  (reciting  that  the  Plaintifis  had  agreed  t9 

ant,  was  a        discount  for  Charks  Harrison  bills  of  exchange  to  the 

l^oidd  not  stte  •™*^"^  ^^  700/.  drawn  by  the  Defendant  upon,  and 

Defendant  on    accepted  by  Charles  Harrison ;  that  Charles  Harrism 

Ae  biUs  tm       ^^^  ^Q  Pkintiffs  500A  for  wine ;  and  that  be  had 

C.  H.  s  effects 

should  have       agreed  to  assign  the  lease  of  a  house  in  Russell  Sirweif 

been  sold,  and    ^ith  the  furniture,  fixtures,  and  other  effects  in  and 

aDDlied^in  dis-  ^^^^^  ^^^  same,  for  the  purpose  of  securing  to  the  Plain* 
charge  of  the     ti&  the  payment  of  the  500/.,  of  the  bills  of  exchange 

1'  ,,f    r      which  had  been  discounted,  and  any  other  drafts  or  bills 
CL  H.  s  ef-  .  . 

fects  wtrt         ^^  b^  thereafter  paid,  so  as  the  monies  recoverable  under 

seized  and         the   security   should   not  exceed    1000/.)    assigned  to 

-.«.«,«:..:^  rsP  Thomas  Borreit  the  lease  of  the  house  in  Russell  Stredf 
commission  or 

bankruptcy,       and  all  the  furniture,  fixtures,  and  effects  therein,  upon 

^  trustee  to     ^^^^  ^j^^^  ^^  ^y^^  request  of  the  Plaintiffs,  Borrett  should 

wnom  tney 

had  been  con-    sell  the  lease  and  furniture  by  public  auction  or  privale 

veyed  by  the  contract,  and  apply  the  proceeds,  first,  in  defraying  the 
tion  havbe*'  expenses  of  executing  the  trust,  and  then  in  paying  and 
^th  the  satisfying  the  Plaintiffs  the  500/.  due  for  wine,  the  iM 

knowledge        j^^  ^^  ^^e  bills  of  exchange,  and  the  sura  to  become 

and  assent  of 

the  Defendant,  omitted  to  take  possession  of  them  in  time : 

Held,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not  barred  from  suing  the  Defendant  on  the  bSlt. 

due 
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doe  on  any  other  drafts  or  bills  ivbieh  the  Plaintifis 
might  thereafter  discount  or  pay  for  Charles  Harriso9$, 
with  interest  on  the  same ;  and  it  was  provided,  that 
the  premises  thereby  assigned  should  be  sold  or  offered 
for  sale,  and  the  produce  thereof,  if  sold,  be  applied  in 
the  manner  and  for  the  purposes  specified  in  the  deed, 
before  any  proceedings  should  be  commenced  by  the 
Pkintiffs,  or  any  subsequent  indorsees  of  the  bills  of 
exebange,  against  the  said  Ckristopha^  Harrison^  his 
executors,  &c.  to  compel  payment  of  the  bills,  or  any 
of  them,  and  that  no  proceedings  should  be  had  on  the 
bills  unless  no  person  should  be  willing  to  purchase  the 
premises,  or  tlie  produce,  after  such  deductions  as  afore^ 
said,  should  be  insufficient  to  dischai^e  the  amount  of  the 
bills  and  interest,  and  expenses  thereon.. 

The  Defendant  knew  that  his  brother  was  consider* 
ably  embarrassed,  but  he  was  allowed  to  remain  in  pos-< 
session  of  the  premises.  His  affairs  becoming  more 
desperate,  the  Plaintiffs  in  January  1829,  seized  the 
effects  in  the  house  under  an  execution  in  an  action 
against  him  on  one  of  the  bills  Jie  had  accepted.  At 
hia  earnest  request,  however,  the  sale  was  postponed, 
and  the  oilicer  continued  in  possession  till  the  15th  of 
April  following,  when  the  goods  were  claimed  under  a 
commission  of  bankruptcy  issued  against  him  in  the 
interval,  and  the  PlaintiSs  withdrew  their  execution. 

It  appeared  by  a  letter  from  the  Defendant  to  the 
PlaintiiFs,  dated  April  20th,  1829,  that  he  was  aware  of 
tSX  these  circumstances  from  the  beginning,  and  also  that 
three  loads  of  furniture  had  been  removed  from  the  pre^ 
inises,  on  the  assertion  that  they  belonged  to  a  lady  who 
'lodged  in  the  house,  though  the  Defendant  expressed 
his  belief  that  she  was  entitled  to  no  more  than  one  load. 

After  the  commission  of  bankrupt  had  issued,  Bor^ 
rett  attempted  to  take  possession  of  the  premises,  but  in 
Vain. 

The 


18S0. 
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HARRISdl^. 
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;  The  goods  and  fixtures  were  sold  by.tlie  aangneet 
under  the  commission  for  Q5U^  and  the  leaae  for  lQ£t 
The  10^  they  paid  over  to  the  Plaintiffi»  and  retained 
the  rest;  whereupon  the  Plainti£&  commenced  this  action 
against  the  Defendant  as  drawer  of  the  IhUs  .to  the 
amount  of  900/*  and  upwards. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.^  Jjondon  sittings  aftec 
\»&tHUarjf  term,  it  was  objected  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendantythat,  according  to  the  provision  of  tlw,  deed 
of  i%iruary  2a  1828,  the  Plaioufi:  had  no  right  toaoe 
tiie  Defendant  on  the  bills  till  the  fiietiiresraod  fnmitttca 
had  been  put  up  for  sale  by  Ban^etty  and  the  proceedi 
of  them  had  been  paid  to  the  Plaintiffs;  and  that  the 
sale  by  the-  assignees  under  the  oommissioa  of  haakr«|il^ 
and  the  payment  of  the  proceeds  to  CharUs  .Hanimif/M 
creditors  at  large,  wsb  no  complianoe  with  the  teems  of 
that  proviso. 

'.The  Chief  Justice,  however,  thought  that  this  was  no 
answer  to  the  action  in  a  court  erf*  law,  and  that  the 
Defendant's  remedy  was  in  a  court  of  equi^» -if  then 
had  been  any  fault  in  his  trustee. 
.  >A  verdict,  therefore,,  was  taken  for  the.Plainta&  for 
941iL  185.  6£,  with  leave  for  the  Defendant  to  move  to 
enter  a  nonsuit  instead. 


Wiide  Seijt.  having  accordingly'  obtained  a  role  mm 
to  that  efiect,  on  the  ground  urged  at  the  trial,. 


Tadtkf  Seijt..  shewed  cause.  (Gotdbum  SerjL  wna  with 
him.)  The  proviso  in  the  deed*  does  not  amount  to  a 
gmeral  covenant  not  to  sue :  it  could  not  be  r  pleaded,  ia 
bar  as  such,  or  as  a  release;  and  if  so^  although  it 
may  afford  ground  for  a  cross  action,  it  is  no  defence 
to  the  present.  But  the  proviso  is  not  confined  to  a 
sale  by  Borrett^  and  the  object  of  it  was  merely  to  pre- 
vent the  Defendant  from  being  called  on  till  it  should  have 

been 
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been  ascertained  tkat   Charles  Harrison  was.  withbot        19804 
funds  to  defray  bis  debts ;  and  that  has  been,  established 
by  the  actual  sale  of  his  effects  as  required.  .  .     i        ^  «, 

;  It  was  the  Defendant's  own  laches  that  Barren  did    ftA«iM9Pi»ki 
not  take  possession  of  the  effects^  "and  dispose  of  them 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Defendant  as  soon  as  the  deed  of 
February  1S28  was  executed*     Fromhia  iQtbesr  jo(.  April , 
1829^  it  is  .manifest  he  knew  and  assented  to  all  thafe 
was  going  on,  with  a  view  to.  serve  hb  brother;  and  ha 
cannot  now  object  that  that  has  not  been.done^  which. 
baa  been  omitted  through  his  own  indulgence  ot  ne«f 
gleet*'  • 


»:U 


•JVilde.    The  Defendant  is  only  a  surety^  and  is  ctk^- 
titled  to  the  strict  observance  of  the  proviso  in  the  deed*. 
That  proviso  was  introduced  for  his  benefit^  and;  npt  fori 
the  benefit  of  Charles  Harrison's  creditors  at  largest 
and  it  expressly  stipulated,  that  the  Defendant  shall  not 
be  proceeded  against,  not  only  till  Charles  Harrison*B, 
^SectJB  have  been  sold^  but  till  the  proceeds  have  been 
paid  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  found  insufficient  to  satisfy, 
the  bills.   V  There  has  been  no  performance  of  this  part 
of  the  condition ;  for  the  Plainti£&  received  only  lOLf 
the  proceeds  of  the  lease,  and  nothing  in  respect  of  the? 
fixtures  or  furniture.     Till  the  proceeds  of  the  latter 
have  been  found  insufficient,  the  action  against  the  De- 
fendant is  premature,  as  in  Tatlock  v.  Smith,  (a)     The 
sale  contemplated  by  the  proviso  was  a  sale  by  Barrett 
for  the  benefit  of  the  Plaintiff,  and  not  a  sale  und^  a. 
ooDunission  of  bankrupt  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  at» 
large.    The  Plaintiffs  should  have  called  on^orretti.UJt- 
sell.     The  neglect  is  in  them..  ,r 

TiNDAi^  C.  J.     The  question  in  the  caus^  depends  oa 
the  constructioh  of  the  proviso  in  the  deed  of  February.^ 


I .  ■      t  * 


{a)  6Bingb.  339. 

20th, 


V. 
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1880.  SOth,  1828.  It  appears  that  Christopher  Harruom  is 
only  a  surety:  he  ia  a  party  to  the  deed;  and  by  the 
proviso  at  the  end  it  is  stipulated  that  the  premises 
KARBBOsr*  IJiereby  assigned  shall  be  sold,  or  c^Rsred  for  sale^  and 
the  produce  thereof,  if  sold,  be  applied  in  the  manner 
and  for  the  purposes  specified  in  the  deed,  before  any 
proceedings  shall  be  commenced  by  the  Plaintifi^  or 
any  subsequent  indorsers  of  the  bills  of  exchange,  against 
the  said  Christopher  Harrison^  his  executors,  &&  to 
compel  payment  of  the  bills,  or  any  of  them,  and  that 
no  proceedings  shall  be  had  on  the  bills  unless  no  per^ 
son  shall  be  willing  to  purchase  the  premises,  or  the 
produce,  after  such  deductions  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  in* 
sufficient  to  discharge  the  amount  of  the  bills  and 
interest  and  expenses  thereon :  and  it  has  been  con- 
tended that  this  proviso  operates  as  an  agreement  on 
the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs  not  to  sue  the  Defendant  upon 
the  bills,  till  all  the* particulars  specified  in  the  proviso 
have  been  complied  with. 

If  we  take  the  proviso  according  to  the  letter,  it  has 
been  complied  with.  For  the  Defendant  has  not  been 
sued  till  the  premises  have  been  put  up  for  sale,  and  the 
produce  has  been  found  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  Plain- 
tiffi}*  demand.  But  it  is  contended,  that  the  sale  which 
has  taken  place  is  not  such  a  sale  as  was  contemplated 
by  the  agreement ;  that  the  sale  ought  to  have  been  a 
beneficial  sale  by  Borretty  the  trustee  in  the  deed,  for 
^  the  sole  purpose  of  discharging  the  bills,  instead  of  a 
compulsory  sale  by  the  assignees  of  Charles  Harrison^ 
who  have  carried  off  all  the  proceeds  to  be  distributed 
among  his*  creditors.  That  may  be  a  ground  of  com- 
plaint against  Borreitj  who  was  a  trustee  for  all  parties 
for  the  purposes  expressed  in  the  deed,  but  it  is  no 
answer  in  law  to  an  action  on  the  bills.  If  the  Defend- 
ant have  yet  any  remedy  on  this  deed,  it  must  be  by- 
application  to  another  court  to  enjoin  the  Plaintiffi  not 
to  proceed. 

GaS£LE£ 
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Gaselee  J.  (a)  I  am  satisfied  that  there  is  no 
ground  for  making  absolute  this  rule  to  enter  a  nonsuit, 
because  the  agreement  entered  into  by  the  PlaintiiFs  does 
not  amount  to  a  general  covenant  not  to  sue,  and,  there- 
fore, could  not  be  pleaded  as  a  release.  In  Dean  v. 
Newhall  (b)  it  was  holden,  that  if  the  obligee  of  a  bond 
covenant  not  to  sue  one  of  two  joint  and  several  ob- 
ligors, and  if  he  do,  that  the  deed  of  covenant  may  be 
pleaded  in  bar,  he  may  still  sue  the  other  obligoc 
And  a  passage  is  cited  with  the  concurrence  of  Lord 
Kenyarij  from  12  Mod.  S51.,  that  ^'  if  A.  and  J3.  be  jointly 
and  severally  bound  to  C  in  a  sum  certain,  and  C  cove^ 
nant  with  A.  not  to  sue  him,  that  «hall  not  be  a  releasoi 
but  a  covenant ;  because  he  covenants  only  not  to  sue  A.^ 
but  does  not  covenant  not  to  sue  B. ;  for  the  covenant 
is  not  a  release  in  its  nature,  but  only  by  construction 
to  avoid  circuity  of  action." 

I  do  not  concur  in  thinking  that  the  D^endant  is  to 
blame  for  the  trustee's  omission  to  sell,  but  I  am  satis- 
fied there  is  no  ground  fiir  entering  a  nonsuit. 


1880. 


LANCASIEa 
HARfUSOOf* 


BosANQUET  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  terms  of  the 
proviso  in  the  deed  offered  no  defence  to  this  action. 
It  is  an  agreement  not  to  proceed  against  the  Defendant 
under  certain  circumstances,  but  does  not  amount  to  a 
general  covenant  not  to  sue,  and  could  not  be  pleaded 
as  a  release. 

If  there  be  any  thing  wrong  in  the  conduct  of  the 
trustee,  that  must  be  the  ground  of  application  to  an- 
other court 

Rule  dischargedi 


,(a)  Park  J.  was  at  Chambers^ 


{S)  8  T.R.  z68. 


^s^ 
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'  June  %%• 


CocKBURN  V.  Ling. 


Where  a  De- 
fendant was 
allowed  time 
to  answer 
Ffamdff'iaiU 
davit  impeach- 
ing the  suffi- 
ciency of  De- 
fendant's bail> 
he  was  not 
allowed  to  put 
in  fresh  bail 
instead  of  an- 
swering the 
affidavit)  al- 
though his 
time  for  put- 
ting in  bail 
had  not  ex- 
piredy  nor  any 
attachment 
been  issued 
against  the 
sherilT. 


T^HIS  was  a  country  cause  in  which  bail  were 
justi6ed  by  affidavit :  the  affidavits  were  sent  u 
the  14th  of  this  niontb,  although  the  Defendant  ha 
4he  26th  to  put  inbail  above.  On  tlwe  18th  Ae  Pii 
having  put  in  affidavits  which  impeached  the  suffic 
of  the  propose4'bail,  the  Defendant  was  allowed  til 
day,  the  2Sd,  to  answer  the  matter  aU(^ed,  without 
judice  to  the  PlaintiflTs  proceedings. 

The  Defendant,  however,  instead  of  answering 
affidavits,  now  proposed  to  put  in  fresh  bait,  whom 

^^€tos  Seijt.  moved  to  reject. 

Stephen  Serjt.  contended,  that  the  Defendant  wa 
titled  to  put  in  fresh  bail  till  the  d6th,  especially  a 
sheriff  had  not  been  ruled  to  bring  in  the  body,  ant 
not  yet  liable  to  any  attachment.  The  r^ection  o 
bail  now  offered  would  only  cast  upon  tHe  Defei 
the  unnecessary  esqiense  of  discharging  an  attach 
Against  the  sheriff.    But 


The  Court  said  the  Defendant  was  in  the  same 
•ation  as  if  his  bail  had  been  in  the  box  and  rey 
4ipoa  examination.  Time  had  been  allowed  him,  x 
indulgence,  to  answer  the  Plaintiff's  affidavit:  he 
i>ound  to  apply  the  time  to  that  purpose,  and  not  t 
purpose  of  procuring  other  bail,  by  which  in  effe 
admitted  he  had  no  answer  to  the  Plaintiff^s  affic 
That  although  it  was  to  be  regretted  the  Defendant 
exposed  himself  to  the  expense  of  an  attachment^ 
rule  of  the  Court  must  be  adhered  to  in  order  to  in 
parties  to  put  in  sufficient  bail  in  time. 


IN  THE  Eleventh  Year  op  GEO.  IV.    .  '^SS 

l8Sd. 


Alcock  v.  Cook.  •^««?  a3' 


npHIS  was  an  action  of  trover,  to  try  the  right  to  wreck  The  Court 
on   a  portion  of  the  coaat  of  Lincolnshire.     The  ^*»»?<>t»ia» 

Plaintiff  having  laid  his  venue  in  London,  tlon,  change 

the  'venue  on 

Adams  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi,  to  remove  the  venue  .«na-,^  gx 

to  Lincolnshire,  on  the  ground  that  almost  all  the  wit-  trying  the 

nesses   conversant    with    the     matter    resided    in   that  ^"•*"*™ 

county  where 

county ;  that  several  of  them  were  exceedingly  aged ;  the  venue  is 
that  one  in  particular,  who  had  given  his^  testimony  upon  *»l4r«nlfl»Mt* 
a  former  trial,  could  not  be  removed  without  danger,  ir^»  it    * 
and  that  the  expense  of  trying  the  cliU&e  in  London  greatly  f>r»- 
would  be  enormous.  pondetate 


Wilde  Seijt.  shewed  cause  on  affidavits,  which  stated 

tbat  the  Plaintiff's  case  rested  mainly  on  documentary 

evidence^  which  mijght  be  produced  in  Lond6k  at  little 

«xpen^9    but  which   it  would   be  both   difficult  and 

Expensive  to  prove  by  proper  witnesses  in  Lincolnshire. 

Adams  offered  to  make  admissions  as  to  sundry  of 
the  documents. 

^       •  a  . 

Sed  per  Curiam.  The  general  rule  is,  that  in  tran- 
sitory actions  the  Plaintiff  has  a  right  to  lay  his  venue 
wheie  he  pleases,  and  the  courts  only  interfere  on  spe- 
cial grounds,  as  where  it  is  not  likely  that  an  impartial 
trial  can  be  had,  or  the  expense  of  witnesses  greatly 
preponderates  on  one  side.  The  present  is  a  mixed 
case ;  and  where  the  expense  will  be  great  on  both  sides, 
we  cannot  upon  every  occasion  undertake  to  try  the 
balance  of  inconrenience. 

We, 
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We,  therefiHv,  dischu-ge  the  rn 

to  impose  upon  the  PlaiDtiff  the  tei 

evidence  of  the  old  witness,  who  ci 

be  read  from  the  Judge's  notes  of  i 

Ruledi 


jnwii.      Craven  and  Others,  Assignei 
Benjamin  Alred,  Bankrupt 


AvKT«iitBthT 


an  act  of 
banhniprcy, 
of  a  partner- 
■Updebt  due 
bafbretbe 
bankruptcf, 
toaccedhor 
wbobafDO- 
tke  of  tbeaot 
ofbankniptc]', 
i*  not  protected 
by  i.  8».  of 
4  G.  4.  c.  i6. 


ASSUMPSIT.  The  declarati. 
1st,  for  money  bad  and  rece 
bankrupts ;  2dly,  to  the  use  of  the 
of  the  bankrupts;  and,  Sdly,  to 
Jlred  ioiaiiy  with  the  Piainti£Es,  a 
Mred. 

At  the  trial,  last  York  assizes, 
Defendant  had  supplied  the  ban) 
account,  with  wool  to  the  amount 
for  payment;  whereupon  the  debt 
October  1829,  settled  by  William 
before  committed  an  act  of  bank 
Defendant  had  notice.  Bei^amin 
any  act  of  bankruptcy  till  some  da] 

The  commission  was  dated  the  ! 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for 


Jonei  Seijt^  pursuant  to  leave  : 
moved  to  set  it  aside,  and  enter 
the  ground  that  the  payment  havii 
the  assignees'  Utle  to  the  joint  prof 
was  completed,  they  were  not  in  i 
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the  amount;  and  that  at  all  events  the  payment  was        1880. 
protected  by  the  eighty-second  section  of  6  G.4.  c.  16.,     *      -  "  * 
which  enacts,   that  payments  bond  Jlde  made  by  any  9. 

bankrupt  before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  commission,   Edmondson* 
shall  be  deemed  vaKd  notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of 
bankruptcy,  provided  the  person  dealing  with  the  bank- 
rupt had  not  at  the  time  of  such  payment  notice  of  any 
act  of  bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  committed. 

The  pa}mient  having  been  made  to  the  Defendant  in 
respect  of  a  debt  due  from  both  the  bankrupts,  the  notice 
of  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  in  order  to  invalidate  the  pay- 
ment, ought  to  be  notice  of  an  act  committed  by  both 
such  bankrupts. 

A  rule  nisi  was  granted,  against  which 

Wilde  Serjt.  shewed  cause.  The  action  lies,  and  the 
declaration  is  sufficient;  at  all  events,  the  set  of  counts 
which  alleges  the  money  to  have  been  received  to  the 
use  of  Benjamin  and  the  assignees  of  William.  Smith  v. 
Goddard.  {a)  And  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy  by 
William^  sufficiently  brings  this  case  within  the  proviso 
of  the  eighty-second  section  of  6  6. 4. ;  for  William  bein^ 
bankrupt,  the  assignees  were  in  his  place  partners  with 
Beryamin^  and  William  was  without  authority  to  dispose 
of  the  partnership  funds.  Thomason  v.  Frere  {b\  GrO* 
ham  V.  Robertson,  (c)  In  Smith  v.  Goddard  the  payment 
was  made  by  an  agent  of  the  solvent  partner,  and,  there- 
fore, by  one  who  had  authority ;  so  likewise  in  Fox  v. 
Hanbury,  (d) 

Jones.     The  authority  of  a  partner  is  not,  by  his 
committing  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  rescinded  as  to  en- 
fa)  3  B.t5f  P.  469.  (c)  %T.R.%Z%. 
{h)  xo£Af/,  4x8.  {d)  Cowp.44s» 
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gagements  and  debts  incurred  before  the  act  of  bi 
ruptcy.  He  loses  only  his  authority  to  enter  into 
engagements.  The  solvent  partner  retains  his  au 
rity ;  and,  as  to  past  engagements,  may  continue  tc 
as  agent  for  the  bankrupt  partner:  Far  v.  Hafih 
if  so,  the  bankrupt  partner  is,  as  to  such  engagemc 
agent  also  for  the  solvent  partner ;  otherwise  their  ri 
and  responsibilities  are  not  reciprocal.  In  Ham 
Crickelt  (a),  a  payment  made  by  the  bankers  of  a  £ 
after  one  of  the  firm  had  committed  an  act  of  b^ 
ruptcy,  was  holden  a  valid  payment;  though  the  ban! 
must  have  been  agents  as  well  for  the  bankrupt  as 
solvent  partner.  And  in  Laci/  v.  Woolcot  {b\  a  bil 
exchange,  accepted  for  a  firm  by  one  of  the  parti 
after  he  had  committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy,  was  ho 
an  available  instrument  in  the  hands  of  an  inno 
indorsee.  Therefore  it  may  be  contended,  that 
eighty-second  section  applies  only  to  the  case  of 
traders ;  a  partner  who  has  committed  au  act  of  h\ 
ruptcy  being,  as  to  past  engagements,  agent  for 
solvent  partner,  and  it  being  indifferent  by  what  Ii 
such  solvent  partner  makes  the  payment. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.     This  was  an  action  to  recover  a 
of  money  paid  by  William  Aired  after  an  act  of  bi 
ruptcy,  being  the  amount  of  a  debt  due  to  the  Deft 
ant  frum  William  Aired  and  his  partner  Benjamin, 
remained  solvent.     And  the  question  Is,  Whether,  u 
proof  that  the  Defendant  knew  of  the  act  of  bankrup 
this  sum  can  be  recovered  by  the  assignees  of  the 
partners.     If  there  had  been  no  partner,  the  case  w( 
have  fallen  directly  within  the  eighty-second  sectioi 
6  GA.  c.  16.,  which,  after  enacting — "  That  all  paym 
really  and  bond  Jlde  made,  or  which  shall  hereaftei 


(fl)  s^*^  S.  337. 


(6)  a  2).  er  2^458. 
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made  by  any  bankrupt,  or  by  any  person  on  his  behalf,        1830. 
before  the  date  and  issuing  of  the  commission  against     *^      '  "-^ 
such  bankrupt,  to  any  creditor  of  such  bankrupt  (such  ^^ 

payment  not  being  a  fraudulent  preference  of  such  ci»e-  Edmondson. 
ditor),  shall  be  deemed  valid,  notwithstanding  any  prior 
act  of  bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  committed ;  and  all 
payments  really  and  botid  Jide  made,  or  which  shall 
hereafter  be  made  to  any  bankrupt  before  the  issuing 
of  the  commission  against  such  bankrupt,  shall  be  deemed 
valid,  notwithstanding  any  prior  act  of  bankruptcy  by 
such  bankrupt  committed ;  and  such  creditor  shall  not 
be  liable  to  refund  the  same  to  the  assignees  of  such 
bankrupt ;  —  "  goes  on,  —  "  provided  the  person  so 
dealing  with  the  said  bankrupt  had  not,  at  the  time  of 
such  payment  by  or  to  such  bankrupt,  notice  of  any  act 
of  bankruptcy  by  such  bankrupt  committed." 

It  has  been  contended,  that  this  section  applies  only 
to  sole  traders,  and  not  to  the  case  of  a  firm,  where 
any  of  the  partners  continue  solvent.  But  no  authority 
has  been  cited  for  such  a  position :  and  in  whom  was 
the  property  in  the  monies  vested  at  the  moment  of  the 
payment  ?  William  having  committed  an  act  of  bank- 
ruptcy, one  moiety  of  it  belonged  to  his  assignees,  the 
other  moiety  to  Benjamin.  By  what  right,  then,  could 
William  make  over  the  moiety  of  Benjamin  ?  It  has  been 
contended  he  was  the  agent  of  Benjamin,  But  the  act 
of  bankruptcy,  which  made  his  assignees  and  Benjamin 
tenant?  in  common,  dissolved  the  agency  as  to  the  pro- 
perty of  such  tenancy  in  common.  In  some  cases,  and  . 
for  some  purposes,  particularly  in  favour  of  a  party  who 
has  no  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  the  agency  may, 
perhaps,  be  said  to  continue;  as  under  the  circum- 
stances stated  in  Woolcoi  v.  Lacy :  but  here  the  Defend- 
ant had  notice  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy;  and  he  must 
have  known  that  the  agency  of  William  was  destroyed, 
or  capable  of  being  destroyed,  by  a  subsequent  com- 

S  D  2  mission. 
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1830.       mission.     The  money,  therefore,  belongs  to  the 
nees,  and  this  rule  must  be  discharged. 


Craven 
Edmondson. 


Park  J.  and  Gaselee  J.  concurred. 

BosANQUET  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion, 
the  time  of  the  act  of  bankruptcy,  William  cea 
have  any  interest  in  the  partnership  funds,  and 
not  make  any  payment  for  Benjamin. 

The  {Payment  by  William  on  his  own  account 
protected,  because  the  party  had  notice  of  his 
Tuptcy.     And  with  respect  to  Benjamin^   the  ps 
was  not  made  by  him,  nor  on  his  behalf,  for  tfa 
son  already  given. 

Rule  disci 


Jmu%^* 


A  purcbaser 
of  property 
under  a  com- 
mission of 
binkrupt 
which  is  after- 
wards super- 
seded by  a 
creditor,  is  not 
protected  by 
4.87.  of  6G.4. 
Cm  z6.  from  a 
claim  at  the 
suit  of  the  as- 
dlgnees  under 
a  sMb^^Kjuent 
commiasioD* 


Gould,  Assignee  of  Serjeant,  a  Bankruj 

Shoter. 

'pROVER  for  a  lease. 

The  Defendant  had  purchased  the  lease  fr 
assignees  of  Shoyer^  under  a  commission  of  bs 
sued  out  against  him  June  27.  1827.  In  the  Ni 
following,  one  Martha  Gale  presented  a  petit 
supersede  this  commission,  which  was  accordin 
perseded  at  her  instance,  the  bankrupt  himself 
no  steps  in  the  business. 

The  Plaintiff  in  the  present  action  was  assignee 
a  subsequent  commission. 

At  the  trial  before  Bosanquct  J.,  last  Somerset  \ 
a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff,  with  leave 
Defendant  to  move  to  set  it  aside  and  enter  a  nor 
the  Defendant's   purchase  were  protected   und 
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6  G.  4.  c.  16.  s.  87*  which  enacts  ^^  That  no  title  to  any 
real  or  personal  estate  sold  under  any  commission,  or 
under  any  order  in  bankruptcy^  shall  be  impeaciied  by 
the  bankrupt,  or  any  person  claiming  under  him,  in 
respect  of  any  defect  in  the  suing  out  of  the  com- 
mission, or  on  any  of  the  proceedings  under  the  same^ 
unless  the  bankrupt  shall  have  commenced  proceedings 
to  supersede  the  said  commission,  and  duly  prosecuted 
the  same  within  twelve  calendar  months  from  the  issuing 
thereof," 


1830. 


Gould 

V. 

SaoYSR. 


Merewether  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  on  that  and 
other  grounds,  which  it  is  not  material  to  state  here. 


Wilde  and  Stephen  Serjts.  shewed  cause.  The  eighty* 
seventh  section  applies  only  to  proceedings  by  the 
bankrupt  himself,  and  was  intended  to  prevent  him  from 
impeaching  titles,  unless  he  commences  proceedings  on  a 
supersedeas  within  twelve  months  from  the  date  of  his 
commission. 

The  assignees  on  the  second  commission  do  not  claim 
tmder  the  bankrupt,  strictly  speaking,  but  adversely  to 
him,  by  operation  of  law  —  the  commission  being  a  kind 
of  statutory  execution.  Doe  v.  Bevan.  (a)  They  claim 
in  tlie  postj  not  in  the  per.  The  object  was  to  protect 
purchasers  under  an  existing  commission,  not,  to  make 
available  a  commission  superseded ;  otherwise  bondjlde 
creditors  might  be  injured  by  sales  under  a  fraudulent 
commission,  which  the  bankrupt  might  collusively  ab* 
stain  from  impeaching.  If  the  legislature  had  designed 
to  estop  the  creditors  as  well  as  the  bankrupt  from  ira'- 
peaching  proceedings,  such  an  intention  might  have  been 
indicated  by  the  insertion  of  the  single  word  creditors* 
But  ss,  92.,  94.,  and  78.  contain  provisions  incompatible 
with  the  supposition  of  any  such  intention. 

(a)  sM.^S.isZ' 

8  D  S  Mere» 
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Merewether.  In  common  parlance,  assignees 
under  a  bankrupt,  and  it  must  be  presumed  tbs 
legislature  employs  words  in  their  ordinarjrsensi 
not  with  a  confined  and  technical  meaning.  It  v 
a  great  hardship  on  purchasers,  to  invest  money  o 
sanction  of  a  commission,  and  to  be  turned  out  of  p 
sion,  perhaps,  after  expensive  improvements.  Th 
hardship  which  the  Court  of  Chancery  has  always 
fered  to  prevent;  Ex  parte  Milner{a) ;  and  it  can  se 
be  supposed  the  legislature  would  sanction  a  mi 
which  a  court  of  equity  would  redress.  It  is  impossil 
a  purchaser  to  know  whether  a  commission  will 
out  to  be  valid  or  not,  and  the  eighty-seventh  s 
will  be  almost  nugatory  if  it  be  not  held  to  protect 
purchase  under  a  commission.  A  contrary  de 
must  have  a  very  mischievous  effect  upon  sales 
commissions,  by  deterring  bidders,  and  lowerin. 
price  of  the  property  to  be  sold.  The  property  t 
been  paid  for,  the  creditors  are  not  injured:  the 
which  may  possibly  arise  from  occasional  fraud  in 
rupts  are  of  a  less  serious  nature,  and  can  nev 
completely  guarded  against.  Therefore,  by  5.  92 
positions  are  made  conclusive  in  all  cases,  unles 
commission  be  disputed  within  a  certain  time. 

Cur,  adz 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  The  only  point  upon  which  the  < 
entertained  any  doubt,  was  that  which  was  last  1 
on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  viz.  whether  the  Dc 
ant,  who  had  purchased  the  lease  from  the  assigni 
the  bankrupt  under  a  commission  issued  in  1827,  1 
was  afterwards  superseded  on  the  petition  of  a  ere 
was  protected,  under  the  eighty-seventh  section  c 
bankrupt  act,  against  the  present  action,  brought  1 

(d)  19  Fes.  ao4* 
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cover  the  same  lease,  by  the  assignees  under  a  second 
commission. 

Tlie  eighty-seventh  section  contains  a  provision  en- 
tirely new  to  the  bankrupt  law ;  in  order,  therefore,  to 
judge  of  the  extent  and  operation  of  that  section,  it 
should  be  considered  what  were  the  mischiefs  at  that 
time  experienced. 

By  superseding  a  commission,  every  thing  done  under 
it  was  considered  to  be  void  whilst  the  writ  of  supers 
sedeas  remained  in  force ;  all  titles  to  real  or  personal 
property  purchased  from  the  assignees  were  defeated ; 
all  payments  made  to,  and  all  acts  done  by,  them  were 
held  to  be  void. 

But  as  no  supersedeas  could  be  obtained  except  by 
application  to  the  great  seal,  it  \^as  in  the  discretion  of 
the  Chancellor  to  refuse  to  grant  a  supersedeas^  either  at 
the  prayer  of  the  bankrupt,  or  even  with  the  consent  of 
all  the  creditors,  where  bond,  Jide  purchasers  were  in 
possession  of  any  part  of  the  bankrupt's  property,  by 
purchase  under  the  commission,  unless  the  bankrupt 
elected  to  confirm  the  purchases  under  which  they 
claimed.     Ex  parte  Milner.  (a)     Buck.  67» 

No  real  or  substantial  injury  could  therefore  be 
effected  by  a  writ  of  supersedeas ;  because  notice  of  the 
application  must  be  given  to  all  parties  concerned ;  the 
Chancellor  would  hear  all  whose  interests  were  affected; 
he  would  direct  an  issue  where  he  felt  doubt  as  to  the 
propriety  of  the  application,  and  would  only  grant  the 
application  upon  terms  which  would  insure  the  just 
rights  of  all. 

But  there  was  another  mode  in  which  the  bankrupt 
might  question  the  titles  of  others,  without  any  appli- 
cation to  the  Chancellor  ;  and  that  was,  by  bringing  an 
action  at  law,  and  by  proving,  in  the  language  of  the 


1830. 


(a)  19  Feu  a04« 
3D  4 


eighty- 


I 


74S 


I 

i; 
»'i 

\: 
t 


i 

r 


1850. 


CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

eighty-seventh  section,  ^'  a  defect  in  the  suing  oat  ( 
the  commission,  or  in  any  of  the  proceedings  undc 
the  same  ;^  in  which  case  bond  Jide  purchasers  niigt 
be  deprived  of  their  purchases  without  any  remed 

whateyer. 

In  order  to  prevent  this  mischief,  and  thb  only,  as 
appears  to  us,  was  the  eighty-seventh  section  framed 
the  object  of  which  was,  to  take  away  the  power  of  tl 
bankrupt  to  quesUon  dtles,  unless  where  he  commence 
proceedings  to  supersede  the  commission,  and  duly  pn 
secuted  the  same  within  twelve  months;  thus  at  oni 
limiting  the  bankrupt  to  the  period  of  a  year  withi 
which  he  must  apply  for  the  supersedeas^  and  restrainii 
him  to  that  course  in  which  it  was  well  known  the  Loi 
.Chancellor  would  provide  that  he  should  not  questic 
the  titles  of  those  who  were  bond  Jide  purchasers  und 
the  commission* 

The  eighty-seventh  secdon,  therefore,  appears  to ' 
to  have  been  framed  for  a  purpose  quite  different  fro 
that  of  operating  as  a  restraint  on  the  assignees  und 
a  second  commission,  and  it  contains  no  provision 
that  effect  There  can,  therefore,  be  no  reason  i 
extending  the  words,  *^  claiming  under  the  bankrupt 
beyond  their  strict  meaning,  that  is,  persons  claiming 
purchasers,  devisees,  heirs,  or  personal  representative 
the  assignees  not  claiming  in  strictness  under  the  ban 
Tupt,  but  adversely  to  him,  and  by  operation  of  law. 
the  Defendant  had  any  just  title  to  protection,  he  m\g 
have  appeared  before  the  great  seal  when  the  credit 
obtained  the  supersedeas  of  the  former  commissic 
and  no  doubt  he  would  have  received  protection  fh 
this  action. 

Rule  discharge 
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Miles  v.  Cattle  and  Anothen  jwu  aS. 


/^ASE  against  a  carrier  for  negligence.  Plaintiff  re- 

The  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated,  that  the  ccived  a  par- 
Defendants,  before  and  at  the  time  of  committing  the  ^^^i^  £^  j^ 
grievances  thereinafter  next  mentioned,  were  owners  and  don  at  the  of- 
proprietors  of  a  certain  common  stage-coach  for  the  car-  "cc®'^*'*"  • 

*r     r  J     1    .     1  *'*^'»  common 

riage  and  conveyance  of  passengers  and  their  luggage  carriers.  PUun* 
from  Stockton  to  York  for  hire  and  reward  to  them  the  ^»  instead  of 
Defendants  in  that  behalf^  to  wit,  at,  &c. :  and  the  De-  -^^^xm 
fendants,  being  such  owners  and  proprietors,  thereupon,  put  the  parcel 
theretofore,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  at,  &c.  the  Plaintiff,  at  the  I"!**  ^}?  ^*«» 

intendiog  to 

special  instance  and  request  of  the  Defendants,  became  take  it  to  Loh" 
and  was  a  passenger  in  the  same  coach,  to  be  safely  ^*'*  himself, 
and  securely  carried  and  conveyed  thereby,  together  antshavine' 
with  his  luggage,  from  Stockton  to  Yorkj  for  a  certain  lost  the  bag» 

fee  and  reward  to  the  Defendants  in  that  behalf:  and  ^^^  !^*^  ^^* 

Plaintiff  could 

the  Defendants  then  and  there  received  the  Plaintiff  a9  not  recover 
such  passenger,  together  with  his  luggage,  to  wit,  a  cer-  <lAnuga  from 
tain  bag  containing  divers  goods  and  chattels,  to  wit,  ^pectofthe 
ten  coats,  &c.  of  great  value,  to  wit,  of  the  value  of  502.,  parcel* 
and  a  certain  note  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the 
Bank  of  England^  commonly  called  a  bank-note,  for  the 
payment  of  50/.,  and  of  the  value  of  50/.  of  the  said 
Plaintiff:  and  thereupon  it  then  and  there  became  and 
was  the  duty  of  the  Defendants  to  use  due  and  proper 
care  that  the  Plaintiff  and  his  luggage  should  be  safely 
and  securely  carried  and  conveyed  by  and  upon  the 
said  coach  from  Stockton  to  York :  yet  the  Defendants) 
not  regarding  their  duty  in  that  behalf,  did  not  use  due 
and  proper  care   that  the  Plaintiff  and  his  luggage 
should  be  safely  and  securely  carried  and  conveyed  by 

and 
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and  upon  the  said  coach  from  Stockton  to  Yori^  but 
wholly  neglected  so  to  do;  and  so  carelessly  and  negli- 
gently conducted  themselves  with  respect  to  the  said 
luggage  of  the  Plaintiff,  that  the  same,  by  and  through 
the  carelessness  and  negligence  of  the  Defendants  in 
that  behalf,  became  and  was  totally  lost  to  the  Plaintiff 
to  wit,   at,  &c.     The   second   count   stated,    that   the 
Plaintiff,  at  the  request  of  the  Defendants,  had  delivered 
to  them  a  bag  containing,  (as  before,)  to  be  carried  to 
Yorkj  which  it  was  the  Defendants'  duty  to  take  care  o^ 
and  yet  it  was  lost  through  their  negligence.    The  third 
and  fourth  were  not  materially  different;  and  the  fifth 
alleged  that  the  Defendants  were  keepers  of  a  certain 
coach-office  for  the  reception  and  safe  custody  of  the 
luggage  of  passengers  for  hire,  coming  to  or  going  from 
the  coach-office  by  any  coach  for  the  conveyance  of 
passengers  for  hire  whereof  the  Defendants  were  pro- 
prietors ;  that  the  Plaintiff  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c. 
Came  to  the  coach-office  as  a  passenger  for  hire  from 
Stockton  in  and  by  a  certain  coach  for  the  conveyance 
of  passengers  for  hire,  whereof  the  Defendants  then 
were  proprietors,  with  certain  luggage  of  him  the  Plain- 
tiff, to  wit,  a  certain  other  bag  containing,  (as  before,} 
and  thereupon,'  then  and  there,  at  the  special  instance 
and  request  of  the  Defendants,  caused  the  last-men- 
tioned bag,  with  the  coutents  thereof,  to  be  placed  in 
the  coach-office,  to  be  safely  and  securely  kept  for  the 
Plaintiff  by  the  Defendants,  who  then  and  there  re- 
ceived the  same  for  the  purpose  aforesaid ;  whereupon  it 
then  and  there  became  and  was  the  duty  of  the  Defend- 
ants to  use  due  and  proper  care  in  the  keeping  and 
taking  care  of  the  last-mentioned  bag  of  the  Plaintiff 
with  the  contents  thereof:  yet  the  Defendants,  not  re- 
garding their  duty  in  that  behalf,  took  such  bad  care  of 
the  last-mentioned  bag,  and  contents  thereof   and  so 
carelessly  and  negligently  conducted  themselves  in  that 

behalf, 
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behalf,  that  the  last-mentioned  bag,  with  the  contents 
thereof,  afterwards,  to  wit,  on,  &c.  by  and  through  the 
carelessness  and  negligence  of  the  Defendants,  became 
and  was  wholly  lost  to  the  Plaintiff,  to  wit,  at,  &c. 

At  the  trial  before  Park  J.,  York  Lent  assizes,  it 
appeared  that  the  Defendants  were  proprietors  of  a 
coach  running  between  Stockton  and  York.  The  Plain- 
tiff, having  occasion  to  go  to  London^  took  a  place  in 
the  coach  from  Stockton  to  York^  intending  when  at  York 
to  proceed  by  the  mail  to  London.  He  had  with  him  in 
the  coach  a  cloak,  and  a  bag,  labelled,  ''  T.  Miles,  pas- 
senger," containing  clothes  worth  about  1 51.  Pre* 
viously  to  his  setting  out  from  Stockton^  one  Garbut 
delivered  to  him  a  parcel  containing  a  50/.  bank-note, 
addressed  to  an  attorney  residing  in  London,  which 
parcel  Garbut  desired  the  Plaintiff  to  book  at  the  De- 
fendant's office  at  Stockton,  and  forward  by  the  Defend- 
ants to  London.  The  Plaintiff,  instead  of  doing  this, 
put  the  parcel  into  his  own  bag,  intending  to  convey  it 
to  London  himself.  The  carriage, of  the  parcel,  if  it  had 
been  sent  by  the  Defendants,  would  have  cost  45.  6d. 
When  the  Plaintiff  arrived  at  York  he  got  off  the  De- 
fendants' coach  without  attending  to  his  luggage, 
walked  away,  and  was  absent  about  two  hours.  On  bis 
return  to  the  office  at  which  the  Defendants'  coach  had 
stopped  and  had  been  unloaded  by  the  Defendants* 
porter,  the  Plaintiff  found  his  cloak,  but  was  never  able 
to  obtain  any  tidings  of  his  bag. 

A  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plaintiff  for  15/.,  with 
leave  for  him  to  move  to  increase  it  to  65/.,  if  under  the 
circumstances  the  Court  should  think  him  entitled  to 
recover  in  respect  of  the  50/.  note. 


1830. 


Milks 

V. 

Cattle. 


Wilde  Serjt.  accordingly  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to  that 
effect,  and 


Cross 


CASES  i»  TRINIT 

Cross  Seijt.  obUtoed  a  rale  nist 
Tided  the  Court  Bhoald  make  the  : 

Cross  now  shewed  came  agunst 
the  damages,  and  proposed  to  si 
ought  not  to  recover  the  152^  n 
bag  haviDg  been  in  his  own  custod 
having  been  lost  by  his  own  careU 
confined  him  upon  this  rule  to  tbi 
note ;  as  to  which,  be  objected  to  tl 
first,  that  he  had  no  property  in  t 
Defendants,  after  paying  him,  m 
pay  Garbutt  and,  secondly,  that 
the  Plaintiff's  wrongful  act,  snc 
injurious  to  the  Defendants.  It  i 
if  the  PlaintifF  should  be  pennittei 
Defendants  of  the  sum  to  which  i 
oititled  fur  the  carriage  of  the  pi 
with  a  loss  which  probably  would 
had  the  parce!  been  placed  at  on 
ia  the  care  of  the  Defendants, 
never  disclosed  to  the  Defendants 
of  such  value  in  his  bag,  as  he 
Batson  v.  Doncman,  {a) 

Wilde.  A  bailee  who  receives  { 
beneficial  to  himself,  cannot  imp 
the  bailor;  he  is  in  the  like  case 
after  consenting  to  take  from  a  lat 
dispute  the  landlord's  tide.  Tht 
events  a  special  property  in  the 
which  he  was  entided  to  recover : 
horse  would  be  entitled  to  recover 
who  should  take  the  horse  from 


(a)  4  B.  W  -*. » 
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whether  Garbut  could  recover  against  the  Defendants, 
as  there  was  no  contract  between  him  and  them ;  the 
Plaintiff  is  responsible  to  Garbut j  and  ought,  therefore, 
to  have  a  remedy  over  against  the  Defendants.  If 
entitled  to  recover  at  all,  he  is  entitled  to  recover  the 
whole  value  proved  to  have  been  in  the  bag. 


1830. 


TiNDAL  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  this  rule  ought  to  be 
discharged.  The  jury  were  at  liberty  to  enquire  what 
amount  of  damage  the  Plaintiff  had  sustained ;  and  in 
order  to  recover,  the  Plaintiff  must  shew  that  he  had 
an  absolute  or  a  special  property  in  the  parcel  lost 
That  he  was  not  the  owner  is  admitted;  and  the  ques- 
tion is,  whether  at  the  time  of  the  loss  he  had  it  on  any 
bailment.  The  evidence  is,  that  the  parcel  was  de-  ' 
livered  to  him,  not,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  it  to 
London  himself,  but,  of  booking  it  at  the  Defendants' 
office  in  Stockton.  In  violation  of  that  trust,  the  Plain- 
tiff thought  proper  not  to  deliver  the  parcel  to  the 
Defendants,  but  to  deposit  it  in  his  own  bag ;  thereby 
depriving  Garbut  of  any  remedy  he  might  have  had 
against  the  Defendants  in  case  the  parcel  had  been  lost 
by  them,  and  becoming  himself  a  wrongdoer  towards 
the  Defendants,  by  depriving  them  of  the  sum  they 
would  otherwise  have  earned  for  the  carriage  of  the 
parcel.  Does  the  loss  of  this  parcel,  then,  give  the 
Plaintiff  any  ground  to  say  he  has  sustained  damage  at 
the  hands  of  the  Defendants  ?  I  think  it  does  not ;  and 
therefore  this  rule  must  be  discharged.  The  other, 
which  was  only  granted  conditionally  in  case  this  should 
be  made  absolute,  falls  also  to  the  ground. 

Park  J.  The  jury,  in  limiting  their  verdict  to  15i, 
proceeded  on  the  principle  which  has  been  stated  by  my 
Lord  Chief  Justice,  and  in  which  I  entirely  agree.  I 
anxiously  wish  to  guard  against  any  notion,  that  a 

bailee 
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Ward  and  Somes  v.  Smith.  j^^  a^. 

J^IBEL.  J,  Defendant 

A  mercantile  firm,  of  which  the  Defendant  was  a  being  a  corn- 
member,   had,   in   conjunction  with   two  other  firms,  PJ"/°!:JI^*^'* 
offered   to   supply   the   navy  board   by   contract  with  contract  with 
36,000  loads  oi  African  timber  at  9/.  \0s.  a  load.  the  navy 

The  Plaintiffs  offered  to  supply  it  at  9/.  9^.,  and  ob-  jff^g^  ^^^ 
tained  the  contract ;  but  being  new  in  the  trade,  agreed  ber,  the  Plain- 
that   the  contract  should  be  equally  divided  between  *[^<*t*in«l 

,     the  contract ; 
themselves  on  the  one  part,  and  the  Defendant  and  his  the  Defend- 

friends  on  the  other,  upon  condition  of  the  Defendant  *»*  ^h** 

and  his  friends  supplying  the  Plaintiffs  with  half  the  "P*^^  PlI^' 

timber,  to  be  delivered  at  Sierra  Leone  at  2L  175.  6di  a  tiffs  with  a 

load,  subject  to  the  dock-yard  receipt  and  measurement,  P^*?^  of  the 

and  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract.  m^de  no  ob- 

The  Defendant  and  his  friends,  however,  having  as-  J«ction  to  tak- 

certained  that  under  the  Plaintiffs'  contract  some  altera-  :„^^.„!!IL.» 

in  payment  I 

tion   would  probably  be  made  in   the  usual  mode  of  this  agree- 

measurement,   which   would   render  the   contract  less  ™"'*»  ^®^- 

ever,  having 

beneficial  to  the  contractors,  rescinded  their  agreement  been  rescinded 
with  the  Plaintiffs.  on  a  disagree- 

Had  that  agreement  been  acted  on,  the  Defendant  terms,  the 
and  his  friends  would  have  supplied  the  timber  through  Defendant 

the  firm  of  Weston  and  Clousion,  at  Sierra  Leone^  of  ^"^^t  *°  * 

merchant  at 

which  firm  the  Defendant  was  the  sole  correspondent  sUrra  Leone, 

who  was  to 
supply  the  timber  in  question,  and  of  whom  the  Defendant  was  a  creditor  and  the 
sole  correspondent  in  London^  a  letter,  reflecting  deeply  on  Plaintifls'  mercantile 
character,  and  putting  the  merchant  on  his  guard  against  them,  for  which,  as  a  libel, 
the  PlalntifTs  brought  an  action.  The  jury  having  found  for  the  Defendant,  the  Court 
granted  a  new  trial. 

2.  The  transmission  of  the  letter  by  Defendant  to  his  correspondent  held  a  tuffi- 
cient  publication  by  Defendant. 

and 
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fair  dealing,  and  a  strict  adherence  to  their  engage- 
ments ;  and,  should  any  dispute  or  difficulty  arise  be- 
tween them  and  the  board,  as  to  the  description  and 
measurement  of  the  timber,  they  would  with  little  cere- 
mony turn  round  and  set  Mr.  Barber  and  his  bills  at 
defiance :  however,  the  better  plan  probably  will  be  to 
act  with  Mr.  Macaidey  and  Mr.  M^Cormick^  and  on  no 
account  to  make  an  engagement  to  extend  beyond  the 
present  season.     Let  the  timber  be  described  in  the 
same  way  as  the  contracts  we  have  heretofore  made  for 
you,  and  subject  to  the  customs'  measure,  obtaining  Mr. 
Barber*s  approbation   as    to   quality   and   dimensions, 
although  that  would,  we  suspect,  have  little  weight  with 
them.     Two  pound  seventeen  shillings  and  sixpence  or 
three  pounds  per  load  should,  we  think,  be  the  price  for 
timber  of  twenty-three  feet  and  upwards,  and  fourteen 
inches  square.     Probably  the  most  favourable  time  to 
negotiate  the  sale  would  be  when  he  is  surrounded  by 
ships.     To  keep  our  market  supplied  we  shall  send  out 
the  Woodbridge  (520  tons),  to  leave  this  in  November^  for 
a  cargo  of  timber  twenty  feet  length  and  upwards ;  you 
will  therefore  prepare  for  her.     The  contract  up  to  this 
moment  has  not  had  the  slightest  effect  on  the  price. 
We,  however,  suspect,  that  things  cannot  remain  long 
in  their  present  state.     We  remain,  Gentlemen,  your 
most  obedient, 

FoRSTER  and  Smith.*' 


1830. 


Ward 

V. 

Smith. 


Upon  this  the  Plaintiff  commenced  the  present 
action,  to  recover  damages  for  the  libel  contained  in  the 
letter. 

At  the  trial  before  Tindal  C.  J.,  London  sittings  after 
Hilary  term,  it  was  contended,  that  the  letter  in  ques- 
tion was  a  privileged  and  confidential  communication, 
and  that,  at  all  events,  the  mere  transmission  of  the 
letter  by  the  Defendant. to  his  correspondents  did  not 

Vol.  VI.  3  E  amount 
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^mpuQt  to  a  publication  by  the  Defendant:  that  t 
publication  was  by  ClousUm^  who  had  betrayed  the  co 
fidence  reposed  in  him.  The  Chief  Justice  was 
opinioDi  that  there  had  been  a  sufficient  publication 
the  Defendant,  and  left  it  to  the  jury  to  decide  whetl 
the  letter  had  been  written  fairly  and  honestly  for  the  pt 
poses  of  mercantile  communicationi  or  with  a  malicic 
intention  to  injure  this  Plaintiffs. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant ;  whe 
upon 


WUde  Seijt.  obtained  a  rule  nisi  for  a  new  trial, 
the  ground  that,  after  the  Defendant  had  himself  agrc 
to  deal  with  the  Plaintifis  and  even  to  take  their  bil 
it  was  impossible  to  suppose  the  letter  could  have  be 
written  for  honesi  purposes. 


Taddjf  Serjt.  shewed  cause*  The  letter  itself  contai 
passages  which  justify  the  supposition  that  it  was  writi 
in  the  necessary  confidence  of  mercantile  communii 
(ion ;  and  if  there  be  evidence  on  both  sides,  the  Coi 
will  not  disturb  a  verdict,  particularly  where  it  is 
favour  of  a  Defendant  It  would  be  destructive  of  m 
cantile  confidence  and  communication,  if  a  merchaut 
called  on  to  assign  all  the  reasons  which  have  indui 
him  to  express  a  given  opinion  on  the  characters 
persons  with  whom  he  or  his  correspondents  may 
concerned.  The  Defendant,  as  a  creditor  of  Weston  i 
Cloustouy  and  for  their  protection,  was  directly  inl 
ested  in  the  communication  he  made.  But  in  M^Dou^ 
V.  Claridge  {a\  where  the  defendant  addressed  so 
bankers,  and  charged  the  plaintiff  with  improper  a 
duct  in  the  management  of  their  concerns.  Lord  EB. 
borough  said,  '^  If  a  communication  of  this  sort,  wh 

(a)  I  Campb,  267. 
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was  not  meant  to  go  beyond  those  immediately  interested 
in  it,  were  the  subject  of  an  action  for  damages,  it  would 
be  impossible  for  the  affairs  of  mankind  to  be  con- 
ducted." And  in  Dunman  v.  Bigg  (a),  "  Even  if  the  re- 
presentations which  he  made  were  intemperate  and 
unfounded,  still,  if  he  really  believed  them  at  the  time 
to  be  true,  he  cannot  be  said  to  have  acted  maliciously." 
Whatever  the  Defendant  here  may  have  thought  of  the 
Plaintiffs  at  a  former  period,  there  is  no  evidence  what- 
ever to  shew  that  he  believed  the  representations  made 
in  his  letter  to  be  at  that  time  unfounded ;  and  the  letter 
being  on  the  face  of  it  confidential  and  privileged,  it  was 
for  the  Plaintifis  to  shew  clearly  that  the  communication 
was  only  a  cover  for  falsehood. 


^BS 


1830. 


Ward 

v.' 
Smith. 


The  Courtf  however,  thought  that,  under  all  the  cir- 
cumstances, the  case  ought  to  be  submitted  to  another 
jury,  upon  payment  of  costs,  and  therefore  made  the 
rule 

Absolute. 

(a)  I  Campb.  a68. 


Shillito  V.  Theed, 


June  aji 


npHE  Plaintiff  having  been  nonsuited  in  consequence 
of  the  accidental  absence  of  a  witness  whom  he  had 
subpcmaed,  the  Court  set  aside  the  nonsuit,  and  granted 
a  new  trial,  on  payment  of  costs;  although  Wilde  SerjL 
objected,  that,  the  nonsuit  not  having  been  occasioned 
by  any  misconduct  on  the  part  of  the  Defendant,  he  was 
entitled  to  retain  his  judgment 

SE  2 
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Sir  Edward  Stracy,  Baronet,  and  Anot 
V.  The  Governor  and  Company  of  the  1 
of  England, 


Certain  stock    ^^HE  declaration  stated,  that,  whereas  before  ai 
of  the  PUin-  ^j^^  ^j^j^  ^f  eommitting  the  grievance  thereii 

transferred        mentioned,   the    said    Sir  Edward  Stracy   and  ci 

under  a  forged  JJenry  StracVj  as  survivors  of  one  Hardinge  Straq 

uower  of 

attorney :  the    ceased,  were  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain  large 

Bank  of  En- 
gland offered 
to  replace  the 
atock  if  the 
PUintifis 
would  first 
prove  the 


to  wit,  the  sum  of  605/.  lis.  2d,j  interest  or  sha 

the  joint  stock  of  the  annuity  created  by  an  act  of 

liament  of  the  fourth  year   of  the   reign   of  his 

Majesty   King   George  III.,   intituled,    "  An    Ac 

charging  on  the  sinking  fund  certain  annuities  gn 

amount  under   by  an  act  passed  in  the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  his 
a  commission 
of  bankruptcy, 
issued  against 
a  firm  in 
which  the  for- 
ger of  the 
power  had 


late  Majesty,  and  for  carrying  the  duties  therein 
tioned  to  the  said  fund,  and  also  for  consolidating 
of  the  said  annuities  as  are  granted  for  a  certain 
of  years,  irredeemable,  with  other  annuities  granU 
an  act  passed  in  the  second  year  of  his  said   Maj< 

aft«r  th*    flT*  ^^^S^"  ®°^  ^'^°  '^y  several  subsequent  acts  of  his 

the  Plaintiff's  late  Majesty's  reign  for  raising  further  sums,  an 

A^^A^A *  consolidating  the  same  with  the  said  annuities,  trai 

engaged \o  ®^'®  ^^  ^^^  Bank  of  Efigland  ;  which  said  stock,  b 

tender  a  proof  the  time  of  the  committing  of  the  grievance  the 

mand^nd"  ^^^^  mentioned,  was  standing  in  the  public  bool 

the  commis-  the  said  Governor  and  Company  in  the  names  of  thi 

sion  of  bank-     Sir  Edward^  (therein  described   as   Edward  Strat 

ruptcy ! 

Held,  that         Parliament   Street,    Esq.)   the  said  Josias  Henry, 

they  could  not  the  said  Hardinge  Stracy,  now  deceased,  and  was  ii 
sue  the  Bank 

in  respect  of  the  stock,  tHI  they  had  fulfilled  their  engagement  to  tender  the 
under  the  conmiission  of  bankruptcy. 
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care  of  the  said  Governor  and  Company  for  the  purpose,        1 830. 
amongst  other  things,  of  making  and  entering  in  the     ^^    ' 
said  books  such  transfer  of  the  said  stock  as  the  said  ^. 

Sir  Edward  and  Josias  Henry^  as  such  survivors  as  The  Bank  of 
aforesaid,  should  authorize  and  require ;  by  means 
whereof  the  said  Governor  and  Company  became 
liable,  and  it  became  and  was  their  duty  to  make  and 
enter,  and  suffer  and  permit  to  be  made  and  entered,  in 
the  books  of  the  said  Governor  and  Conipany  a  transfer 
or  transfers  of  the  said  stock,  or  any  part  thereof,  when- 
ever the  said  Sir  Edward  and  Josias  Henry^  as  such 
survivors  as  aforesaid,  should  authorize  and  require 
them  so  to  do:  and  that,  also,  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mitting the  grievance  thereinafter  mentioned,  the  said 
stock  remained  in  the  care  of  the  said  Governor  and 
Company,  and  no  transfer  of  the  sdid  stock,  or  any 
part  thereof,  had  then  been  made  in  the  books  of  the 
said  Governor  and  Company  by  the  authority  or  at  the 
request  of  the  said  Sir  Edward  and  Josias  Henry^  and 
the  said  Hardinge  Straa/,  deceased,  or  any  or  either  of 
them :  and  that,  also,  afterwards,  and  before  the  com- 
mitting of  the  grievance  thereinafter  mentioned,  and 
whilst  the  ^aid  Sir  Edward  and  Josias  Henry^  as  such 
survivors  as  aforesaid,  were  so  possessed  of  and  entitled 
to  the  said  stock,  to  wit,  on  the  20th  day  of  May  1829, 
at  London^  the  said  Sir  Edward  and  Josias  Henry  con- 
tracted and  agreed  with  a  certain  person,  to  wit,  one 
Ealard  Alder  for  the  sale  and  transfer  to  him  of  a  certain 
part  of  the  said  stock  so  in  the  care  of  the  said  Governor 
and  Company,  to  wit,  for  the  sale  of  302/.  15s.  ?</., 
part  of  the  said  stock,  and  the  said  E.  Alder  then 
and  there  agreed  to  purchase  of  the  said  Sir  Edward 
and  Josias  Henry  the  said  part  of  the  said  stock  for  the 
sum  of  5885/.  5s,  4d,  to  be  paid  to  the  said  Sir  Edward 
and  Josias  Henry  at  the  time  of  the  transfer  of  the  said 
part  of  the  said  stock  being  made  and  entered  in  the 

3  E  3  books 
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and  Josias  Henry^  in  order  to  complete  flieir  swd  con-     ^  lo90«  ^ 
tract  with   the   said   E.  Aldery   had  been   forced   and       SfRAcr 
obh'ged  to  purchase  and  had  actually  purchased  other    .       '^* 
stocky  at  a  much  higher  price  than  the  said  siim  a£     fytatfoofm 
which  they  had  so  sold  the  said  part  of  their  said  stock  to 
the  said  E.  Alder^  to  wit,  at  the  price  of  ^928/.  25.  id. ; 
and  the  said  Sir  Edward  and  Josias  Henry  had  been  an  J 
were,  by  means  of  the  prembes,  puC  to  great  expense  of 
their  monies,  to  wit,  to  the  expense  of  100/.,  and  other- 
wise greatly  injured  and  damnified,  to  wit,  at,  &c.  to 
the  damage  of  the  said  Sir  Edward  and  Josias  Uenrjf 
of  6500/. 

To  this  declaration  the  Defendants  pleaded,  first,  not 
guilty;  and,  secondly,  that  the  sud  several  supposed 
causes  of  action  in  the  said  declaration  mentioned  did 
not,  nor  did  any  supposed  cause  of  action  therein  men- 
tioned accrue  at  any  time  within  six  years  next  before 
the  commencement  of  that  suit. 

Upon  these  pleas  the  Plaintiffs  joined  issue ;  and,  by 
a  special  verdict,  the  jury  found 

That,  on  the  25th  of  October  1 808,  there  was  jStand*- 
ing  in  the  books  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of 
the  Bank  of  England^  in  the  names  of  Sir  Edward 
Slraa/j  then  Edward  Stracj/j  Esq.  and  Josias  Henry 
Straa/j  jointly  with  one  Hardinge  Strdcy,  now  deceased, 
the  sum  of  605/.  lis.  2ef.  interest  or  share  in  the  joint 
stock  called  the  Long  Annuities,  transferable  at  the 
said  Bank  of  England^  which  sum  of  605/.  1  Is.  2d.  in 
the  said  stock  called  Long  Annuities  belonged  to  Sir 
jB.  Stracy  and  J.  H.  Stracy,  and  Hardinge  Stracy,  nOw 
deceased,  as  trustees  under  the  will  of  Hardinge  Stracy^ 
Esq.  the  elder,  deceased,  and  had  been  transferred  to 
them  by  the  executors  under  that  will :  that  the  accounts 
of  the  proprietors  of  the  said  stock  called  Long  Annui- 
ties are  kept  in  certain  books  of  the  Governor  and 

3  E  4  Company 


7M  CASES  IN  TRINITY  TERM 

1850.       €>)mpany  of  the  Bank  of  England  called  ledgers,  am 
' *z  "  that  accounts  are  entered  in  the  form  of  debtor  am 

Stilacv 

9.  creditor  accounts  in   the  said  ledgers,   of  the   whol 

The  Bank  of  amount  of  the  said  stock  called  Long  Annuities ;  i 
which  accounts  the  sums  either  subscribed  or  trans 
ferred  to  individuals  are  stated  as  items  to  their  cred 
on  one  side  of  the  account,  and  on  the  other  side  of  tfa 
account  they  are  debited  with  all  sums  transferred  froi 
their  names :  and  that  certain  other  books  are  kept  b 
the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  Englant 
in  which  are  entered  transfers  of  the  said  stock  calle 
Long  Annuities  from  time  to  time,  purporting  to  b 
signed  by  the  parties  transferring  the  same,  or  thei 
attorney  lawfully  authorized :  that,  upon  production  c 
the  transfer  books,  the  clerks  of  the  Governor  an< 
Company  of  the  Bank  of  England^  who  keep  tfa 
ledgers,  enter  the  sums  transferred,  to  the  credit  c 
the  persons  to  whom  the  transfers  are  made,  in  th 
ledgers,  by  adding  those  sums  to  their  accounts,  if  the 
already  have  any,  or  by  opening  new  accounts  wit 
such  persons  if  they  have  not  already  any  accounts  i 
such  ledgers:  that  no  entries  in  the  ledgers  are  mad 
without  the  authority  of  the  entries  which  are  made  i 
the  transfer  books;  but  that,  upon  the  production  < 
such  entries  in  the  transfer  books,  the  entries  are  mad 
in  the  ledgers  immediately,  without  further  enquiry  as  t 
the  genuineness  thereof,  and  that  any  person,  on  who< 
;  account  any  sum   or  stock  appears  in  such  ledger, 

•  permitted  at  any  time,  on  application  at  the  Bank  < 

I  England,  to  transfer  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof  at  h 

;  discretion : 

j  That   the  Plaintifis,  at   the  time  the  said   sum   i 

605/.  lis.  2d.  Long  Annuities   stood    in    their   name 
^  in  the  books   of  the   Governor  and   Company  of  th 
Bank  of  Etigland,  well  knew  the  course  of  busiues; 
and  mode  of  transferring  the  said  stock : 

Thi 
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That  the  accounts  are  balanced  twice  a  year,  for  the  1880. 
purpose  of  making  out  dividends,  and  that  the  aggregate  stracy 
amount  of  the  balances  form  the  aggregate  of  the  said  v. 

stock  called  Long  Annuities ;  and  that  such  aggregate  "^^^"^^ 
amount  is  transmitted  half  yearly  to  the  audit  office  of 
the  exchequer,  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the 
amount  which  will  be  wanted  for  dividends,  and  that 
the  dividends  are  calculated  on  the  balance  so  ascer- 
tained: that  an  account  is  also  once  a  year  trans- 
mitted to  the  audit  office  of  the  exchequer,  which 
contains  the  names  of  all  the  proprietors :  that  the  di- 
vidends are  paid  twice  a  year  to  the  holders  of  dividend 
warrants,  which  are  made  out  from  the  ledgers  in  the 
names  of  the  persons  who  appear  by  the  ledgers  to  be 
entitled  tliereto : 

That  the  said  Josias  Henry  Stracy  received  the  divi- 
dends due  in  respect  of  the  said  sum  of  605/.  11 5.  2d.  in 
the  said  stock  called  Long  Annuities,  in  person,  from  the 
month  of  October  1817  to  the  month  oi  April  1820  in- 
clusive, and  paid  them  from  time  to  time  to  the  house  of 
Marsh  and  Co.,  bankers  in  Bemers  Street^  to  the  account 
of  Mi's.  Stracy^  who  had  a  life-interest  in  the  said  Long 
Annuities  under  the  trusts  created  by  the  will  of  the  said 
Hardinge  Stracy  the  elder : 

That,  on  the  23d  of  June  1820,  the  said  H.  Stracy 
the  younger  being  then  deceased,  an  entry  was  made  in 
one  of  the  transfer  books  of  the  Governor  and  Company 
of  the  Bank  of  England^  purporting  to  be  a  transfer 
under  a  power  of  attorney,  purporting  to  be  granted  to 
one  Henry  Fauntlavy  by  the  said  Sir  Edward  Stracy^ 
then  Edward  Stracy^  Esq.,  and  Josias  Henry  Stracy^ 
of  an  interest  or  share  in  the  said  stock  called  Long 
Annuities : 

That  the  power  of  attorney  under  which  the  said 
entry  was  made  was  not  executed  by  the  said  Sir 
JSdward  Stracy  and  Josias  Henry  Stracy^  or  either  of 

them, 
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signed  by  him,  and  that  it  is  not  possible  to  distinguish  18 SO. 
the  account  to  the  credit  of  which  the  said  Long  An-  st^^ct 
nuities  stand  which  were  so  carried  to  the  credit  of  the  v. 

said   Gilbert   Burrington,   and   debited   to   the  within    The  Bank  of 

Emglansw 
named  Sir  £•  Stracy  and  J.  H.  Siracy  as  aforesaid : 

That  the  said  Sir  E.  Strati/  and  «7.  H.  Straa/  did  not 
consent  to  and  had  not  any  knowledge  of  the  above 
entry  having  been  made  in  the  month  of  June  1820| 
ia  the  transfer  book  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of 
the  Bank  of  England : 

That  the  said  «7.  H.  Stracy  was  a  partner  in  the  said 
banking-house  in  Bemers  Street^  which  carried  on  busi- 
ness under  the  firm  of  Marsh  and  Co.,  and  the  business 
of  which  house  the  said  H.  Fauntleroy  chiefly  managed : 

That  Marsh  and  Co.  kept  an  account  with  Martin^ 
Stone,  and  Co.  bankers  in  the  city  of  London^  in  the 
usual  way  of  a  banker's  account,  and  that  a  pass-book 
went  from  one  house  to  the  other  from  time  to  time 
according  to  the  usual  practice  between  bankers: 

That  Marsh  and  Co»  kept  a  book  called  a  house-book, 
in  which  corresponding  entries  to  those  in  the  pass-book 
ought  to  have  been  made,  and  that  in  the  due  course  of 
business  the  pass-book  and  the  house-book  of  Marsh 
and  Co.  ought  to  have  corresponded : 

That  the  house-book  was  in  constant  use  in  the  bank- 
ing-house of  Marsh  and  Co.,  and  that  the  pass-book 
was  frequently  brought  thither  from  the  house  of  Mar^ 
tin  and  Co. ;  and  when  it  was  at  the  banking-house  of 
Marsh  and  Co.  the  said  H,  Fauntleroy  kept  the  same 
generally  locked  up  in  his  own  desk : 

That  the  said  H.  Fauntleroy  was  permitted  by  the 
other  partners  to  conduct  the  greater  part  of  the  busi- 
ness of  the  said  banking-house  without  their  interference : 
that  they  were  not  men  of  business :  that  they  had  no 
knowledge  of  book-keeping:  that  they  reposed  great 
confidence  in  the  said  Jf.  Fauntlerojfy  and  that  the  said 

H.  Founts 
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That  on  the  16th  oi  September  1824*,  in  consequence        1830. 

of  the  discovery  of  the  forgeries  of  the  said  H.  Fount"         "'  "" 

leroy^  Marsh  and  Co.  became  bankrupts :  ^, 

That  from  the  month  of  April  1820,  up  to  the  date    The  Bank  of 

£nolanii. 
of  the  said  bankruptcy,  entries  were  made  in  the  books 

of  Marsh  and  Co.  by  which  Mrs.  Straa/s  account  was 
credited  with  the  amounts  of  the  dividends  on  the  said 
sum  of  6052.  i  l5.  2d.  in  the  said  stock  called  Long  An- 
nuities as  it  had  previously  been,  and  as  if  those  divi- 
dends had  been  regularly  received  from  time  to  time ; 
that  such  entries  were  all  made  in  the  hand-writing 
of  the  said  H,  Fauntleroy^  and  that  at  the  date  of  the 
said  bankruptcy  there  was  a  balance  of  between  600/. 
and  700/.  in  the  books  of  Marsh  and  Co.  in  favour  of 
Mrs.  Stracy : 

That  after  the  bankruptcy  the  said  Sir  E.  Stracy 
made  application  to  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the 
Bank  of  England  respecting  the  said  sum  of  605/.  I  \s.2d. 
interest  or  share  in  the  said  stock  called  Long  Annuities; 
and  that  thereupon  the  following  letter  was  written  by 
the  attorn  ies  of  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank 
of  England  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and  sent  to  the  said  Sir 
E*  Stracy : — 

"  4.th  Dec.  1824.. 

"  Gentlemen, — The  Governors  and  Directors  of  the 
Bank  of  England  have  had  under  their  consideration 
your  claim  to  have  605/.  lis.  2d.  per  annum  Long  An- 
nuities, which  formerly  stood  in  your  names,  replaced. 
They  find,  upon  enquiry,  that  the  stock  in  question  was 
sold  and  transferred  in  your  names  by  one  of  the 
partners  in  the  late  firm  of  Marshy  Stracy^  and  Co.,  and 
that  the  produce  of  the  stock  was  paid  into  the  hands  of 
Messrs.  Marshy  Stracy^  and  Co.  You  have,  therefore, 
as  the  Bank  is  advised,  a  right  to  prove  the  amount  re- 
ceived on  your  account,  and  to  receive  a  dividend  upon 
that  proof  under  Messrs.  Marsh,  Stracy^  and  Co.'s  com- 
mission : 
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Stracy 


England. 


n;  and  we  are  directed  t 
Directors  to  retjuest,  tliat  such 
and  enforced  by  petition,  if  it  si 
The  B»nk  of  by  the  commissioners ;  after  wh 
ready  to  replace  the  amount  of  yi 
having  an  assignmenE  of  your  pr 
on  the  stock  so  replaced,  which 
the  latest  period  at  wliich  they 
by  Messrs.  Marsh,  Straci/,  and  i 
to  you: 

"  We  b^  to  add,  that  we  a 
information  and  assistance  as  to 
your  right  to  prove  will  be  esiabi 


That  on  the  3Isl  of  Maj/  U 
Company  of  the  Bank  of  Engla 
Strac!/  the  sum  of  605/.  lis.  2i 
entering  into  the  following  recei 

"  Slst  Ma^  1825.  Received 
Company  of  the  Bank  of  England 
being  the  amount  of  payments 
made  to  me  for  the  two  half  ye 
and  Sth  Jpril  last  on  605/.  IL 
if  that  stock  had  not  been  tran; 
have  been,  without  any  legal  auti 

"  I  say,  received  the  same,  wi 
right  to  prove  for  the  produce  o 
Marsh  and  Co.'s  commission,  oi 
liave  the  said  stock  replaced  by 
Company.  And  1  hereby  eng 
should  be  decided  by  a  court 
when  required  by  the  said  Gove 
tender  a  proof  to  the  commissi 
ruptcy  of  Marsh  and  Co.  in  res] 
such  stock  sold  out  by  them ;  s 
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shall  be  rejected,  to  enforce  the  same  by  petition  at  the        1830. 
expense  of  the  said  Governor  and  Company.  Stracy 

E.  Stracy,  and  for  J.  H.  Stracy,  v. 

Survivors  of  Hardinge  Stracy.'*  The  Bank  of 

England. 

That  on  or  about  the  16th  May  1829,  the  said  Sir 

E,  Stracy  and  J.  H.  Stracy  applied  to  the  Governor  and 

Company  of  the  Bank  of  England  to  transfer  a  part  of 

the  said  sum  of  605/.  1  Is,  2d.  Long  Annuities ;  and  that 

thereupon  the  attomies  for  the  Governor  and  Company 

of  the  Bank  of  England  wrote  and  sent  to  the  said  Sir 

E,  Stracy  and  J.  H.  Stracy  a  letter,  whereof  the  following 

is  a  copy :  — 

"  Gentlemen, — Having  been  informed  by  the  officers 
of  the  Bank  that  an  applicatibn  was  made  on  your  behalf 
to  transfer  300/.  odd.  Long  Annuities,  from  the  names 
of  Sir  JB.  Stracy  and  J.  H.  Stracy^  survivors  of  Hardinge 
Stracy^  we  beg  to  suggest,  that  before  any  application 
is  made  relative  to  the  stock  transferred  in  the  year  1820, 
under  an  authority  alleged  to  have  been  forged,  you 
should  tender  to  the  commissioners  the  proof  engaged 
to  be  made  by  you  on  the  estate  of  Marsh  and  Co.,  in 
respect  of  the  proceeds  of  that  stock.  We  are  satisfied, 
that  it  is  equally  important  to  all  parties  in  this  case  to 
reduce  as  much  as  possible  the  litigation  necessary  to  an 
{dijudication  on  the  conflicting  claims.  We  confidently 
expect  that  these  must  be  disposed  of  before  the  vaca- 
tion, if  the  measures  now  in  progress  are  allowed  to  go 
on ;  but  if  proceedings  are  adopted  against  the  Bank, 
the  delay  and  expense  will  be  increased  in  a  degree 
which  it  is  serious  to  contemplate.  We  feel  that  the 
delay  that  has  taken  place  must  have  been  most  irksome 
to  the  parties;  and  it  has  been,  no  doubt,  purposely 
created  by  the  agents  of  the  assignees  with  a  view  to 
exhaust  the  psttience  of  the  claimants.  We  should 
r^et  that  they  succeeded  in  this  when  the  transaction 

is 
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mission  paid  by  them  to  their  broker  on  the  said  trans-       18S0. 
action,  amounting  to  IL  Is.  ^   '-  '-* 

That  there  was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  said  ^ 

Josias    Henry ^   arising   from   want  of  knowledge   of  The  Bank  of 

1     .  England. 

busmess : 

But  as  to  the  issue  first  within  joined  between  the 
parties,  whether  or  not,  upon  the  whole  matter  afore- 
said, by  the  jurors  aforesaid  in  form  aforesaid  found,  the 
Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of  England 
are  guilty  of  the  premises  above  laid  to  their  charge 
or  not,  the  jurors  aforesaid  are  wholly  ignorant.  And 
thereupon,  &c. 

This  case  was  argued  at  great  length  in  £^^  term  last, 
by  Spankie  Seijt.  for  the  Plaintiff,  and  Taddy  Seijt  for  the 
Defendants,  chiefly  on  two  points:  first,  whether  the  Bank 
is  liable  to  make  good  to  the  original  holder,  stock  which 
has  been  transferred  under  a  forged  power  of  attorney; 
and,  secondly,  whether  the  Plainti&'  omission  to  fulfil 
their  engagement  to  prove  their  demand  under  Marsh 
and  Straafs  commission  of  bankruptcy  did  not  suspend 
their  right  to  proceed  against  the  Bank.  The  decision 
of  the  Court  is  confined  to  the  latter  question;  but 
it  has  been  thought  right  to  present  an  outline  of  the 
argument  on  both  points. 

Argument  for  the  Plainti£&.  Oovemment  stock  is  a 
right  to  receive  an  annuity :  it  is  not  a  chattel  interest 
of  which  the  holder  may  be  dispossessed,  but  an  incor- 
poreal hereditament  of  which  he  cannot  be  disseised: 
Wildman  v.  WUdman  (a),  Bracton^  c.  12.  Justin.  Inst. 
b.  2.  tit  2.  Vinnius  in  lac.  2  BL  Com.  40.  3  Bl.  Com.  179. 
Co.  Ldt.  144.  b.  Ldt.  s.  588. :  and  it  is  only  by  express 
provision  in  all  the  statutes  touching  the  national  debt, 

(a)  9^^.174. 

Vol.  VI.  S  F  that 
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18S0.  that  governmeDt  stock  passes  to  the  personal  r 
-  "^  ^  sentative  of  the  owner.  The  Btak  of  EngjUmi 
9.  be  likened   to  the  lord  of  a  manor^    and   wroi 

TbeBaDkof  geizure  by  the  lord,  or  admittance  of  one  who 
no  claim  to  be  admitted,  confers  no  title.  Walk.  C 
Zoucky.Forse.  {a)  The  acts  of  parliament  which  c 
the  stock  provide  for  the  mode  of  transfix,  whid 
only  be  effected  by  the  party  entitled  to  the'  stcd 
his  attome}^  daly  authorized.  In  HUdyard  v.  The  i 
Sea  Con^tamf  and  Keate  {6%  the  company  were  ore 
to  restore  to  the  right  owner  stock  which  had 
transferred  under  a  forged  power.  There  was  a  sii 
decision  in  Harrison  ▼•  Price  {c)j  and  Ashby  ▼•  B 
well,  (d)  In  Monk  v.  Graham  {e\  the  action  was  brc 
against  the  purchaser  of  the  stock :  but  the  right  o 
original  owner  has  never  been  doubted ;  and  the 
sion  in  Davis  v.  Bank  of  England  {g)  was  reversed 
mere  technical  point  not  argued  in  the  Court  be 
the  reasoning  of  the  Chief  Justice  as  to  the  in< 
diency  of  supposing  a  transfer  to  have  taken  place 
mains  in  its  full  force.  The  Bank  o(  England  is  onl, 
agent  of  the  government  to  pay  dividends ;  the  go* 
ment  is  the  debtor;  and  the  Bank  cannot,  vri 
authority,  release  the  debtor  from  the  claim  of  the 
creditor. 

Then,  assuming  the  Plainti&'  rights  to  have 
tinafifected  by  the  transfer  under  the  forged  power 
naintifis*  engagement  to  tender  a  proof  of  their  < 
under  Marsh  and  Strac^s  commission  does  not  bar 
action  against  the  Bank.  At  the  utmost  it  afibn 
more  than  a  ground  of  cross  action  fop  the  Bank, 
the  PIainti&'  rights  remaining  always  the  same^  l 
is  no  consideration  for  their  engagement  with  the  B 
it  is  nudum  jpttctum^  and  the  mere  conditional  off 

{a)  7  EasU  xS6.  (d)  a  Eden^  %^^. 

[b)  a  P.  Wms.  76.  (e)  8  Mod.  9. 

.  (c)  Barnardiit.  34*  \^)  a  Bingb.  393. 
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the  Back  does  Dot  amount  to  accord  and  satisfaction. 
To  bar  the  action,  the  Bank  should  shew  that  they 
have  givoi  the  Plaintiff  an  equivalent  for  what  he  de- 
mands. Accord  without  satis&ction  is  not  sufficient. 
Ccm.  Dig.  Accord.  (B).  Beniger  v.  Fogossa  (a),  Peytds 
case  (6),  Oneli^s  case  (er),  Mien  v.  Harris  (rf),  James  v. 
David,  [e)  And  this  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  settlement 
of  conflictbg  rights  and  doubtful  claims,  as  in  Longridge 
y.  DorvUle  (^),  for  the  Plaintiffs'  claim  is  exempt  from 
doubt  The  money  paid  into  the  house  of  which  th^ 
Plaintiffii  were  partners  was  Burrington*s  money,  and 
not  the  money  of  the  Plaintiffs.  The  Plaintiffi,  how- 
ever, were  ignorant  of  the  whole  transaction.  The  breach 
of  trust  was  committed  by  FauntUroy  alone,  and  does 
not  implicate  the  innocent  partners  in  the  firm.  Ex 
parte  Apsey  (A),  Ex  parte  Hunter  (i).  Ex  parte  Heaton  (*), 
Emhf  V.  Lye.  (/) 


1830. 


Staact 
The  Bank  of 

£N6I.AN]>.' 


Argument  for  the  Defendants.  The  earlier  autho- 
rities have  very  little  weight  in  a  question  touching 
the  nature  and  incidents  of  stock, — a  species  of  proper^ 
altogether  of  modem  origin.  BracUm  could  scarcely 
have  foreseen  the  creation  of  a  S  per  cent  fund,  and 
even  Justinian  and  Finnius  must  have  been  in  the 
dark  on  the  subject  of  consols.  But  according  to  the 
principle  laid  down  by  Sir  WiUiam  Grant j  in  Wildman 
V.  Wildmanj  a  party  can  be  no  more  possessed  of  stock 
than  he  can  be  dispossessed ;  he  has  merely  a  right  to 
receive  dividends;  so  that  the  argument  derived  from 
the  doctrine  of  disseisin  goes  too  far.  The  passage  in 
Co.  Lit.  144.  &  does  not  lay  down  that  an  annuity  is 


(a)  Plowd.  I. 

(*)  9J^^-77.  79* 
(e)  JDjr^r,  356.0. 
{d)  %  Lutuv.  1537*       z  Lord 
Raym.  1%%. 

(e)  5  T.  R.  141. 


(g)  sB.tfji.  117. 
{£)  $  Br.  Ch.  C.  %6s* 
(i)  I  Atk.  %%i. 
(k)  Bu€k.z%6. 
(/)  isEoitti. 
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1880*       necessarily  real  property,  bat  merely  that  the  re 
*-"  '  ■        for  it  is  by  writ  of  annuity,  which  is  in  fi>nn  i 
V.  action*    And  as  to  incorporeal  hereditaments^  1 

^l^uf  ^^^  expressly  says  (voL  iiL  p.  170.),  disarisin  of 
cannot  be  by  dispossession,  bnt  by  distarbance  i 
means  of  coming  at  or  enjoying  them.  Unles 
Plaintiffs  were  possessed  of  the  stock,  they  cannc 
the  Defendants  for  refusing  to  transfer  it.  The  que 
therefore,  is,  whether  they  can  be  predicated  to 
been  possessed  of  it,  as  they  aver  in  the  declaratioE 
what  were  they  possessed?  of  the  606L  lis.  2d^ 
tbe  mere  right  to  recdve  an  annuiqr  in  respect  < 
entry  in  the  Bank  books  ?— Of  the  right  merdy.  1 
the  transfer,  that  sum  is  placed  to  the  credit  of  Bm 
ton;  it  is  subsequently  divided,  subdivided,  passe 
various  hands,  and  occasions  a  multitude  of  transai 
which  it  would  be  impossible  to  unravd.  The 
may  buy  stock  of  others,  and  place  it  to  the  I^i 
account;  but  thqr  could  not  do  that  which  the  Plai 
complain  they  have  refused  to  do,  namdy,  pen 
transfer  of  what  has  already  been  transferred.  By  s 
statutes  which  create  stock  it  is  declared  to  be  'pei 
property ;  but  if  it  were  real,  against  whom  shool 
writ  issue? — Not  against  the  Bank,  for  the  govern 
is  in  effect  the  debtor.  Tl^e  analogy  of  the  lord  c 
manor,  therefore,  suggested  in  Hil^ard  y.  2^e 
Sea  Compaiy^  is  altogether  inapposite;  and  in  Am 
Blackwell,  Lord  Northington  dissented  both  fron 
decision  and  the  reasoning  of  that  case.  In  Do 
The  Bank  of  England^  it  was  said,  the  Bank  oouL 
refuse  to  pay  the  subsequent  dividends  to  the  tran 
under  the  forged  power ;  if  so,  how  can  the  fc 
holder  be  said  to  remain  in  possession?  and  th 
claration  here  proceeds  on  the  assumption  tha 
Plaintiffs  are  in  possession ;  for  the  Bank  b  not  i 
on  to  make  compensation  for  n^ligence^  but  to  d< 
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which  they  can  only  do  on  the  supposition  that  the  stock'       1830. 
still  belongs  to  the  Plainti£&./So  that  at  all  events  the       ^   ^ 
count  is  ill  conceived.  ■  Thus,  when  a  carrier  loses  v. 

goods,  the  owner  cannot  declaim  in.  trover  on  his  pos-  ^^,^^?^ 
session,  but  must  sue  in  case  for  negligence.     Rossy. 
Johnson,  (a)  i    . 

But,  secondly,  the  agreement  between  the  Plaindfis 
and  the  Bank  amounts  to  a  settlement  of  matters  in  dis- 
pute between  the  parties,  which  imposes  on  the  Plainti& 
the  necessity  of  fulfilling  the  conditions  of  the  agree- 
ment before  they  can  revert  to  their  original  claim.  And 
the  conditions  might  have  been  fulfilled,  for  the  debt  is 
provable  under  the  commission.  Stone  v.  Marsh,  {b) 
It  is  not  a  case  of  accord  and  satisfiiction,  where  the 
party  accepting  the  satisfiurtion  loses  all  cause  of  action^ 
but  an  agreement  to  suspend  a  disputed  cause  of  action 
cm  good  consideration ;  the  consideration  beings  payment, 
without  demur,  of  a  demand  at  least  questionable,  upon 
the  daimants  performing  a  condition  precedent  L/mg* 
ridge  v.  DorviUe  is  an  authority  to  shew  that  such  an 
agreement  may  be  insisted  on,  where  an  action  is  brought 
in  breach  of  its  conditions ;  and  TaOock  v.  SmUh{c)Ao9iB 
that  the  present  action  is  at  least  premature,  the  con- 
ditions of  an  agreement,  for  the  settlement  of  claims  not 
having  been  fulfilled.  Then,  the  produce  of  the  stock 
having  been  paid  into  the  firm  of  which  the  Plaintifis 
were  members,  they  have  incurred  no  damage.. 

.  In  reply  it  was  contended,  that  possession  is  according 
to  the  nature  of  the  proper^  said  to  be  possessed  ;•  and 
here  the  possession  was  the  possession  of  the  right  to 
receive  the  debt,  or  to  command  its  trans&n  The^word 
possessed  waa  employed  in  the  declaration  according  to 

(a)  s  Burr.  a8a5.        (Q  6  jB.  Cf  C.  551.         (r)  6  BingbiZZ9* 

S  F  3  its 
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its  popolar  teose;  and  the  Plnnt 
possessed  of  the  right,  to  call  o 
them  in  their  origioal  sitiudoii, 
in  damages  The  Flaintiffi  had 
iBTelling  the  subsequeot  accoui 
ficulty  to  their  claim  would  be 
owner  of  TeiDons  to  recompoae 
K^ntioD  among  the  ocmbiiied 
of  pDDch.  The  owner  of  th 
chaser  noder  the  forged  powei 
innocent;  but  the  buyer  wasti 
owner  the  elder ;  and  as  betwe 
must  be  preferred.  But  the  casi 
of  a  private  banker,  who  was  boi 
customer  all  money  paid  nndec 


TimdalCJ.  The dedaratia 
in  accordance  with  the  jadgmen 
the  case  of  Davit  t.  7%f  Baiti 
case  it  was  held  that  the  owner  < 
still  remained  the  legal  holder 
standing  it  had  been  transferret 
a  forged  power  of  attoniey. 
ation  states,  that  the  stock  bat 
the  Fiaintiffi  in  the  books  of  I 
patiy  of  the  Bank  of  En^andt 
the  stock  had  been  made ;  and  a 
da^  on  the  part  of  the  Bank,  tl 
enter  in  th«r  book  a  transfer  oi 
chaser  of  part  of  the  stodc  * 
which  has  been  principally  ai 
upon  the  rule  of  law  lud  dow 
case  above  referred  to,  and  invo 
of  that  case.  It  becomes  unneo 
Court,  upon  the  present  occasi 
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upon  the  law  so  d^ared  by  the  Court;  indeed,  as  the  18S0. 
question  is  raised  upon  the  record,  it  is  more  satisfac-  Steact 
tory  that  a  decision,  in  which  two  of  my  learned.  Brothers  v. 

now  sitting  with  me  concurred,  should  be  made  the     SnoLAiiite 
subject  of  review  in  another  Court,  where,  in  case  it 
becomes  necessary,  that  question  may  be  discussed  upon 
a  writ  of  error. 

But  it  has  become  unnecessary  on  the  present  occasion 
to  review  that  judgment,  because  (with  the  eJtception  of 
my  Brother  Bosanquet^  who  was  engaged  in  the  cause, 
and  who  has  taken  no  part  in  this  discussion,)  we  all 
think  our  judgment  ought  to  be  given  for  the  Defendants, 
upon  another  point  which  has  been  presented  for  the 
consideration  of  the  Court  For  it  appears  to  us  that 
the  Plaintiffs  haye,  before  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the  Defendants 
upon  good  consideration ;  under  which  agreement  their 
right  of  action  is  suspended,  until  they  take  the  pro- 
ceeding which  they  had  bound  themselves  by.  such 
agreement  to  adopt. 

It  appears  upon  the  special  verdict,  that^  long  before 
the  commencement  of  the  action,  the  Pfaundfis  had 
applied  to  the  Defendants  respecting  the  stock  in  ques- 
tion; and  that,  upon  the  ^ih  December  1824,  the  so- 
licitor of  the  Bank  wrote  a  letter  to  the  Plaintiflb,: 
stating,  in  substance,  that  if  they  would  prove  the 
amount  of  their  demand  against  the  estate  of  Messrs. 
Mctrsh^  Straa/y  and  Co.,  and  make  an  assignment  of 
their  proof,  the  Bank  would  replace  the  amount  of  the 
stock  so  sold.  It  was  at  that  time  a  question  of  great 
nicely  and  difficulty,  whether  the  Bank  was  by  law 
liable  to  make  good  this  loss :  so  that  the  engagement 
of  the  Bank  to  replace  this  stock  without  any  litigation 
on  their  part,  was  of  itself  a  very  valuable  and  im- 
portant concession;  and  a  sufficient  consideration  to 
support  a  promise  by  the  Plaintiflb^  thitf  they  would: 

3  F  4  tender. 
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188a  tender,  and  endesfoiir  to  enforce^  their  proof  agatiist  ^ 
bankmpf 8  estate.  But  it  appears  farther,  that  both 
parties  proceeded  to  act  npon  the  faith  of  this  agree- 
^J^^  ment ;  and  that,  on  the  Slst  of  Mcy  following,  the  Bank 
paid  to  the  Plaintiffi  one  yearns  annui^  of  this  stodc, 
viz.  605L  lis.  9d^  taking  a  receipt  from  the  Plainti£&; 
in  which  receipt  the  Plaintiffi  expressly  engage^  if  the 
ddyts  shall  be  decided  by  a  oonrt  of  law  to  be  prov- 
able^ to  tender  a  proof  to  the  commissioners  when 
required  by  the  Governor  and  Company  of  the  Bank 
of  England. 

The  substance  of  this  contract  appears  to  us  to  be^ 
that  the  Bank,  on  the  one  hand,  agreed  to  replace  the 
stock,  and  to  pay  the  intermediate  dividends ;  and  the 
PlMntifis,  on  the  other  hand,  agree,  in  the  first  instance^ 
and  before  they  daim  the  stock  adversely,  to  tender  a 
proof  of  their  debts.  And  this  agreement  having  been 
acted  upon  by  the  Plaintiffi,  so  fiur  as  to  receive  one  of 
the  annual  payments  due  upon  this  stock;  and  die 
Plaintiffi,  although  requested  thereto,  having  refused  to 
tender  the  proof ;  we  think  it  would  be  against  good 
faith  to  allow  this  action  to  be  maintainable,  nntil  the 
Plaintiffi  have  performed  their  part  of  the  stipulation. 

It  is  urged  by  the  Plaintifls,  that  if  this  is  an  agree- 
ment on  their  part,  it  may  be  the  ground  of  an  action 
by  the  Bank  to  recover  damages,  but  that  it  is  no  bar 
to  the  present  action.  But  the  agreement  is  not  set  op 
as  a  perpetual  bar ;  it  is  merely  insisted  on  as  an  objectioa 
to  the  action  being  brought  at  the  present  dme.  It  is 
urged  as  an  agreement  by  which  the  Plaintifls  have  for 
a  good  consideration  restrained  themselves  from  suing, 
not  perpetually,  but  only  until  they  have  first  done  a 
particular  act     And  it  is  not  immaterial  to  observe, 

\\  that  the  very  circumstance  of  bringing  this  action,  if 

the   Plaintifls   succeed  in  it,  will   have  the  effect  of 
making  it  impracticable  for  them  to  ke^  their  agree- 

I  ment 

i 


Stbact 

V. 
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ment  so  entered  into  with  the  Defendants:  for  the       1880. 

P]ainti£&   cannot   recover   in    this   action,  except  by 

establishing  the  principle  that  they  are  still  holders 

of  the  stock  which  has  been  sold ;  and  if  they  continue  '^^  ^^^  ^ 

England. 

SQch  holders,  they  cannot  make  proof  of  any  debt  under 
the  commission. 

Under  these  circumstances,  we  think  the  Defendants, 
in  order  to  avoid  circuity  of  action,  may  avail  them- 
selves of  this  agreement  as  a  suspension  of  the  Plain- 
ti&'  right  to  sue  in  the  present  action,  and  that  they 
are  not  confined  to  a  remedy  by  a  cross  action  thereon. 
The  case  odxmgric^e  v.  DorvUle  appears  tons  strongly 
in  fiivour  of  the  validity  of  such  an  agreement. 

As  this  point  appears  to  us  to  be  in  favour  of  the 
Defendants,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to  consider  the 
third  question  raised  by  the  special  verdict;  and  we 
therefore,  upon  the  second  ground  which  was  urged  in 
aigument,  give  judgment  in  this  case  for  the  De- 
fendants. 

Judgment  for  the  Defendants. 
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Jnwjo. 

Fox  V,  Clifton,  Wicket 

Hartley,  Flumher.  j 

Apn«pectD« 
wuiMurdlcc 

ASSUMPSIT  for  work  and 
Tound. 

.diidUcfy 

The   cause  was   tried   berore 

acapiult^ 

siuings  after  last  Tritiih/  term,  « 

6oo,oooiL  tnd 

to  be  as  follows :  — 

■nd  to  be  con- 

dDctedpnr. 

Early  m  March  1825,  certain 

muat  to  ibe 
ttmiiof  ■ 

and  resolted  that  n  company  i 

deed  to  be 

formed,  to  be  called  "  The  Im 

**"[°^P*  pany."  After  a  preliminary  ann 
wbo  did  not  tention  by  advertisement,  on  the 
execute  the  was  held  at  the  London  Taeeh 
diY*  lifter  it^"  dert,  and  engineer  were  appm 
wM  TttAj,  of  March  a  further  advertisemrail 
■wm  to  forfeit  papers  as  follows :  — 
■n  mterett  la  ^^ 
the  concern. 

No  man  thut  "  Imperial  Distillery  Compa 
jjoo  Amt  12,000  shares,  atSOt  each:"  — 
StoTuldTonly  trustees,  directors,  auditors,  bani 
■300  penoM  eUj^neers,  and  secretary ;  and 
pud  the  Gnt  ^^jg  ^f  (jjg  scheme ;  the  adve) 
depout;  only  mi        «.  .         1.   ■ 

1106,  the  fulows :  —  ( "  The  afiairs  of  the 

•scondfRnd  manaf^meot  of  a  board  of  di 
rti'dS^fS  600,000i,  in  12,000  shares  of 
the  directon,  settlement  will  be  prepared  fori 
ster  the  time  executed  within  thirty  days  afl 
fcr  piying  *»  ^        ■' 

Mcond  intul-  ■'cady  tor  that  purpose ;  and  e 
mentbad 

eUpKd,  advertiied  chit  penoni  who  hftd  omitted  to  pay 
tbe  concern.  Held,  tbit  an  applicalion  for  aharet,  and 
did  not  coaititute  a  partneri  onei  who  had  not  otherwi 
and  that  the  InMrtion  of  hit  name  by  the  tecreiary  of  lb 
tug  a  lirt  of  nibecriben  wat  not  a  holding  out  u  partner. 


'J-' 


A  meeting  was  held  on  the  2dd  of  March,  at  which 
7000  shares  were  appropriated,  and  letters  printed  in 
blank  were  distributed  by  the  secretary  among  the 
intended  shareholders,  to  be  addressed  by  them  to 
Messrs.  Fisher  and  Norcidt  solicitors  for  the  conoenit 
as  an  application  for  shares,  to  the  following  effect:  — ?- 

*^  Sir,  —  I  request  yon  will  insert  my  name  for 
shares  of   the  Imperial  IHstiUery   Company,    and  I 
hereby  engage  to  make  the  payment  thereon  when 
requested." 

To  which  letters,  the  secretary  replied  in  the  follow- 
ing form:— 

<^  Sir,  —  I  am  instructed  by  the  directors  of  this 
company  to  inform  you,  that  they  have  apportioned  to 
you  shares  of  50/.  each  in  the  same^  and  I 

request 


Fox 

V, 
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neglect  to  execute  the  same  within  that  time  will  forfeit  1830. 
all  share  and  interest  in  the  company.  The  deed  is  to 
contain  all  such  clauses  and  ccoditions  as  the  standing 
counsel  and  solicitors  to  the  company  shall  deem  neces-  CLirroif. 
sary  for  carrying  on  the  business  of  the  company,  and 
for  enforcing  the  observance  and  performance  of  the 
several  rules  and  regulations  to  be  contained  xherein,  or 
in  any  bye-law  that  shall  be  from  time  .to  time  made  by 
the  directors.  Application  is  intended  to  be.  made  to 
parliament  for  an  act  to  enable  the  company  to  sue  and 
be  sued  in  the  name  of  one  of  its  officers:  and  the 
said  deed  of  setdement,  when  setded  and  approved  by 
the  standing  counsel  and  solicitorSf  and  the  act  of  par- 
liament, when  passed^  shall  be  the  deed  of  setdement 
and  act  of  parliament  far  manag;ing  the.  affaiiis  of  this 
company.  .  ^  _  . 

**  The  shares  will  be  forthwith  allotted ;  and  until 
offices  are  taken,  all  communications  areoequested^to 
Ji)e.made  to  the  directors,  at  the  City^jfLcmddn.Taverru 

(Signed)  W.JUns,  Sec'^ 


Fox 
CurtaH. 
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reqaest  yon  will  psythe  deposii 
tfae  hands  of  Messrs.  Botanqaet,  I 
Streetf  on  or  before  the  S8th  insU 

A  list  of  the  persoiu  whom 
addressed  was  sent  to  the  banken 

On  the  S8th  of  Mardi^  the  De 

soo  on  thdr  behalf  ^ipeared  at  tl 

as  aboTe^  paid  the   tams  reqnin 

receipt  in  the  following  form :  — 

"  Ltmt 

"  No.  6726  to  679*. 

*'  Received  of  the  directors  of 
Company  the  som  of  Gfty  pounds, 
**  For  Messrs.  Boumquet,  I 
«£S0. 

The  directors  then  took  a  oo 
Zrtme,  and  by  the  end  of  May  toe 
tillery  in  BucHnghamahire.  This 
subscribers  by  a  letter  of  the  H 
stating  the  purchase  and  its  objec 

"  For  the  purpose  of  enabling 
these  very  deurable  objects  Into 
the  necessity  of  making  a  call  ol 
You  will,  therefore,  have  the  go 
of  50^  (being  51.  each  on  the  sb 
day  before  the  19th  insL,  at  the  i 
No..  9.  Mart  Zan«>  when  the  sc 
for  shares. 

"  It  is  particuhirly  requested 
the  payment  beyond  the  dayabo* 
being  under  engagements  essentii 
company,  which  preclude  the  poc 
being  allowed. 
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It  did  not  appear  whether  the  Defendant  Clifton  bad        18S0. 
ever  received  this  letter. 

A  book  was  made  up  by  the  secretaiyy  of  the  names 
of  all  who  had  made  payments  upon  their  shares,  in- 
cluding the  Defendants,  and  kept  in  the  counting-house 
in  Mark  Lane. 

A  book  was  also  made  up,  and  kept  at  the  same  place, 
of  the  names  of  all  who  had  applied  for  shares,  without 
regard  to  the  fact  of  their  having  paid  deposits,  or 
otherwise. 

The  names  were  arranged  alphabetically,  one  leaf 
being  assigned  to  each  letter  of  the  alphabet.  The 
names  were  upwards  of  200. 

The  directors  then  advertised  for  tenders  in  the  busi- 
ness undertaken,  and  the  Plaintiff  applied  to  the  secre- 
tary at  the  counting-house  to  know  of  what  persons  the 
company  consisted.  The  secretary  assured  him  they 
were  respectable ;  and,  upon  the  Plaintiff's  begging  he 
would  be  explicit,  adding,  that  he  should  be  ruined  if 
misled,  the  secretary  opened  the  book  containing  the 
names  of  the  subscribers,  and  the  Plaintiff  looked  over 
some  of  them,  but  whether  he  saw  the  names  of  the 
Defendants  or  not  did  not  appear. 

On  the.  18th  of  t^«^,  however,  he  entered  into  the 
contract  which  was  the  subject  of  the  present  action,  and 
the  work  was  done  between  the  2d  o(Augusi  1825,  and 
the  15th  of  Jttfy  1826. 

The  contract  was  a  tender  sent  by  the  plaintiff,  ad- 
dressed to  the  chairman  and  directors  of  the  Company, 
in  answer  to  their  advertisement. 

The  partnership  deed  mentioned  in  the  advertisement 
bore  date  the  dOth  of  Jim^,  and  from  that  time  lay  open 
on  the  table  of  the  office.  It  was  executed  by  about 
sixty-five  persons,  in  the  early  part  of  Jubf  /  but  by  none 
of  the  Defendants  except  Plummer. 

Only 
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Only  7*90  shares  were  erer  i 
SODS  paid  the  first  depout;  11 
more  tbao  fifbjr  or  sixty  the  tli 
C3^im,  Wkkey,  Levi,  and  Rt, 
second  or  the  third;  and  as  < 
Mtof,  Wickey  and  Levi  bad  vAA 

Whdenr  brought  the  scrip  i 
pay  tiis  second  all  and  to  sign 
to  do  BO^  whether  the  shares  bai 
to  him,  or  whether  he  had  j 
market 

On  the  16th  of  J^  the  foil 
Ibhed  in  The  London  Gaxette,  o 
being  read;  for  Qcecatkm :  — 

"  Impel 
-    '  N 

4<  Notice  is  hereby  given,  th 
reaolnd  on  making  a  call  of  51. 
or  befiofe  the  IStb  instant,  and  i 
Uea  of  scrip  receipts,  the  scri| 
reqoested,  dther  by  themseln 
agents,  to  attend  at  the  office  i 
Mark  Lane,  for  the  parpose  of 
of  directors  the  amount  of  the 
the  purpose  of  exchanging  scrii 
signing  the  deed  of  settlement,  w 
of  by  the  stsuding  counsel  and  tl 
be  inconvenient  for  any  scrip-bi 
purpose  of  signing  the  deed,  pi 
of  attorney  may  be  procnred  at 
persons  to  execute  the  deed  fe; 
mined  by  the  directors  that  no  a 
shares  for  scrip  until  he  has  fi 
settlement;  and  no  scrip  can  fa 
after  Monday  the  18tb  instant 


IN  THE  Eleventh  Year  ov  G£0«  IV.  ,  731 

On  the  25th  of  July  the  following  letter  was  addressed        1830. 
by  the  secretary  to  the  subscribers :  — ^ 

*^  Imperial  Distillery  Company,  9.  Mark  Lane^ 

July  ^25.  1825. 

*^  Sir,  -^  I  am  directed  to  remind  you  that  the  deed 
of  settlement  of  this  company,  which  ha^  been  approved 
by  the  standing  counsel,  and  sigped  by  %}^e  directors  and 
many  of  the  subscribers,  novfu^.awai^^yoqr  signature;  and 
that  unless  the  same  be  signed  and  the  second  instal- 
ment of  5/.  per  share  paid  immediately,  the  shares 
unpaid  for  will  be  forfeited ;  the  directors  having  made 
engagenoents  highly  advantageous  to  the  company,  which 
will  preclude  further  time  being  allowed. 

W.  Lane,  Sec.*' 

On  the  12th  of  August  the  directors  advertised  that 
the  deposits  would  become  forfeited  on  all  scrip  for 
which  the  deed  of  s^ttlemeat  was  not  signed,  and 
the  first  call  paid  on  or  b^forie  the  83d*  And  on 
the  27th  of  August  another  advertisement  appeajced> 
declaring  that  s,uch  deposits  on  the  now  outstanding 
scrip  were  forfeited  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  pro* 
prietors,  and  authorising  applications  to  be  made  for 
the  shares  so  forfeited. 

On  the  second  call  being  paid^  the  scrip  receipt  was 
given  up  and  a  fresh  paper  issued,  denominated  a  share. 
That  share-paper  was  in  the  following  form :  — 

<<  Imperial  Distillery  Cpmpany,  Capita],  600,000^ 
Shares,  12,000 ;  50/.  each.  No.  6$S.  This  is  to  certify, 
that  John  Smith,  of  LondoTif  hatb  paid  the  sum  of  SL 
upon  the  above-mentioned  share  in  this  company,  and 
that  he  is  entitled  to  the  same  sbar^  subject  to.  t})ie 
future  instalments  to  be  made  thereon,  and  to  the  lawji 
and  regulations  of  the  company  as  contained  in  the 
deed  of  settlement  establishing  the  same ;  and  also  sub* 

ject 
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These  letters  having  passed  unheeded,  the  secretary        1830. 
wrote  a  third  letter  on  the  l^th  January  1826  to  the 
Defendants  Green  and  Hartley. 

"  Imperial  Distillery  Company,  9.  Mark  Lane. 
^'  Sir,  —  I  am  now  For  the  last  time  instructed  by  the 
directors  to  inform  you,  that  unless  the  third  call  of  5L 
per  share  on  the  shares  held  by  you  be  paid  on  or  before 
the  21st  instant,  at  the  office  of  the  company,  you  will 
be  considered  no  longer  a  shareholder  under  the  deed 
of  setdement,  but  as  having  abandoned  all  interest  in  the 
concern ;  and  the  shareholders  who  may  have  paid  will 
then  be  deemed  the  only  parties  interested  in  the  funds 

and  concerns  of  the  company,  and  they  will  forthwith 

» 

adopt  such  measures  as  they  think  fit,  and  will  no 
longer  hold  you  answerable  for  any  further  instalment, 
or  entided  to  receive  back  any  sums  whatsoever. 

^'  I  repeat  that  this  is  the  last  notice  which  will  be  sent, 
and  that  the  line  of  conduct  in  case  of  your  non-pay- 
ment will  be  rigidly  adhered  to. 

W.  Lane,  Sec.** 
• 

Upon  these  facts,  Tindal  C.  J.  left  it  to  the  jury  to 
say,  1st,  Whether,  when  the  contract  was  entered  into 
with  the  Plaintiff,  all  the  Defendants  were,  as  partners, 
entitled  to  a  share  of  the  profits  of  the  concern. 

2dly,  Whether,  if  this  were  an  inchoate  partnership, 
the  Defendants  had  legally  withdrawn  themselves  from 
the  concern  before  the  partnership  was  complete. 

Sdly,  Whether,  in  such  case,  tliey  had  held  themselves 
out  as  partners. 

A  verdict  having  been  found  for  the  Plaintifi^ 

Taddy.  Serjt,  in  Michaelmas  term,  on  behalf  of  the 
Defendants  Clifton  and  Wickeyj  obtained  a  rule  nisi  to 
set  it  aside,  on  the  ground  that  the  first  point  had  been 
left  too  widely  to  the  jury,  being  rather  a  question  of 

Vol.  VI.  3  G  law 
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law  than  of&ct;  and  that,  on  ll 
verdict  wm  against  the  evidence 

Wilde  and  Bonq>as  Seijts.  sh 
rule,  and  Toddy  Serjt  support 
banng  been  obtained  and  sup| 
other  Defendants  by  Jdans  . 
Soianquet  J.  baving  sabsequenti 
Court  desired  that  the  cause  m 
the  single  question  orpartnershi 

In  Easter  term,  that  point  was 
for  the  Plaintiff,  and  Taddy  for 

Argument  for  the  Plaintiff. 

The  question  in  cases  like  thi 
nnnecessarily  erobaTrassed  by  tli 
tached  to  the  word  partner  or 
ever  designation  it  may  be  p 
Defendants,  as  connected  with 
Company,  at  all  events  they  « 
it;  and  if  jointly  interested,  tl 
the  Plaintiff.  As  early  as  M 
advertised  as  an  existing  com; 
pointed  and  announced.  Befbr 
ployed,  the  Defendants  had  a 
contributed  to  the  funds  of  the 
tributions  had  been  employed 
in  the  purchase  of  premises  for 
If  at  this  period,  before  any  thin] 
it  had  been  resolved  to  ahandt 
premises  had  been  resold  at  a 
would  have  been  jointly  intere 
share  of  those  profits,  whether 
formally  constituted  by  deed  oi 
fore,  that  they  ore  jointly  liable 
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concern.  This  company  was  not  protected  by  charter  1830. 
or  act  of  parliament,  and,  therefore,  though  it  consist  of 
never  so  great  a  number  of  members,  it  is  subject  to  the 
same  law  as  a  partnership  of  two  or  three.  In  Natusch 
V.  Irving  (a),  Lord  Eldon  says,  '^  It  is  not,  I  apprehend^ 
competent  to  any  number  of  persons,  in  a  partnership 
(unless  they  shew  a  contract  rendering  it  competent  to 
them)  formed  for  specified  purposes,  if  they  propose  to 
form  a  partnership  for  very  different  purposes,  to  efiect 
that  formation,  by  calling  upon  some  of  their  partners 
to  receive  their  subscribed  capital  and  interest  and  quit 
the  concern ;  and,  in  effect,  merely  by  compelling  them 
to  retire  upon  such  terms,  so  to  form  a  nem  company. 
This  would,  as  to  partnerships,  be  a  most  dangerous 
doctrine."  In  Rex  v.  Dodd  (ft)  Lord  EUenborougk  says, 
*'  Independent  of  the  general  tendency  of«schemes  of  the 
nature  of  the  project  now  before  us  to  occasion  pre-  , 
judice  to  the  public,  there  is,  besides,  in  this  prospectus, 
a  prominent  feature  of  mischief;  for  it  therein  appears 
to  be  held  out  that  no  person  is  to  be  accountable 
beyond  the  amount  of  the  share  for  which  he  shall 
subscribe,  the  conditions  of  which  are  to  be  included  in 
a  deed  of  trust  to  be  enrolled.  But  this  is  a  mischievous 
delusion,  calculated  to  ensnare  the  unwary  public  As 
to  the  subscribers  themselves,  indeed,  they  may  stipulate 
with  each  other  for  this  contracted  responsibility ;  but 
as  to  the  rest  of  the  world,  it  is  clear  that  each  partner 
is  liable  to  the  whole  amount  of  the  debts  contracted  by 
the  partnership."  And  this  principle  is  recognized  in 
Carlen  v.  Drury  (c),  Baldwin  v.  Lawrence.  ((/),  and  nume- 
rous other  cases. 

Parties  have  been  holden  entitled  to  a  share  in  the 
profits  of  a  concern,  where  their  connection  with  it  has 
been  much  less  obvious  and  notorious  than  that  of  the 

{a)  Go<m  on  Partnenb.  404.  [c)   1  Fes.  £«f  B.  154. 

{b)  9  Eoitf  5*7.  (d)   a  Sim.  Iff  Stu.  18. 

S  G  2  Defendants 
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Defendants  in  the  preseot  case 
deceased  partner ;  Brown  v.  D. 
Anon,  {b)  So  that  if  one  of  the 
.in  abatement  the  non-joinder  o 
could  not  with  safety  have  rep 
partners.  In  £r  parte  Lm/ton 
words  "  and  Co."  were  sufiicie 
mant  partnership,  and  to  entiti 
.it  in  abatemenL  And  very 
deemed  such  a  holding  out  to  t 
party  responsible:  as  the  mei 
parcels;  Young  v.  Axtell^d); 
.Btalment  towards  a  joint  under 
gins  (<e)  i  the  associating  tngetht 
of  money  for  the  purpose  of  ol 
ment  to  make  a  railway;  Keard 
v.I/eBlanc[A);  the  contribatio] 
iog  society ;  Brailhaaite  v.  Sh 
.deposit  on  shares  in  a  trading  c 
signing  the  deed  of  partnership; 
Perring  v.  Hone  (/),  confirmed 
and  Nockdls  v.  Crosbi/  (n),  are  d 
blish  the  liability  of  parties  w 
.undertaking  such  as  the  present 

In  Bird  v.  Aston  (not  report 
deposit  and  instalment  was  hi 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  partnc 
who  purchased  in  the  character 

In  the  present  case,  the  exh 
taining  the  Defendants*  namesi  t 
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deposit  «t  the  bankers,  were  acts  of  holding  themselves        1880. 
out  as  partners,  more  unequivocal  than  any  of  the  acts 
relied  on  in  the  cases  cited. 

If  the  Defendants  were  once  partners,  they  could  not 
divest  themselves  of  their  responsibility  except  by  a 
regular  dissolution  of  partnership.  Dievergier  v.  FeU' 
lows  {a)y  Goode  v.  Harrison,  {b) 

Argument  for  the  Defendants. 

This  was  an  inchoate,  not  a  complete  arrangement ; 
the  whole  was  in^n  till  the  partnership  deed  was  fully 
signed ;  and  the  directors  who  gave  the  orders  to  the 
Plaintiff  were  responsible  to  him,  not  the  other  De- 
fendants, whO'  took  no  active  part  in  getting  up  the 
concern.  It  is  true,  there  is  no  difference  between  a 
partnership  of  five  and  a  partnership  of  5000.  But 
where  the  subject-matter  of  that  which  is  predicated  is 
uncertain ;  where  the  members  are  uncertain ;  where  the 
fund,  and  the  number  of  shareholders  required  by  a 
prospectus,  have  not  been  obtained ;  though  there  may 
be  an  intent  to  constitute  a  company  when  the  concern 
is  launched,  yet  till  that  intent  is  carried  into  effect  by 
the  execution  of  the  deed  which  is  to  be  the  bond  of 
union,  the  subscribers  to  the  undertaking  cannot  be 
called  partners.  These  Defendants  contracted  with  the 
directors  with  reference  to  a  company  or  undertaking  to 
'  be  established  on  a  certain  scale,  to  which  no  material 
approaches  were  ever  made.  The  first  call  was  paid  by 
no  more  than  2293  persons  instead-  of  12,000;  the 
second  by  1106  only;  and  the  third  by  no  more  than 
fifty  or  sixty.  Without  proof,  therefore,  that  the  De- 
fendants attended  and  were  active  in  the  concern,  they 
are  neither  jointly  interested  nor  jointly  liable.  Brown 
V.  De  Taslety  and  the  other  cases  in  equity,  turn  on  the 

(a)  5  Bingh.  248.  (^)  5  J3.  &  ^.  147* 

3  G  8  principle, 
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18S0.  principle,  that  no  one  shall  use  the  property  of  aii< 
without  rendering  an  account ;  but  they  detennin 
^  thing  as  to  the  parties  in  whom  the  proper^  i 
inchoate  concern  shall  be  deemed  to  be  vestedy 
to  the  exterior  liabilities  of  persons  who  propo 
engage  in  it  So  the  decision  in  Natusch  v.  Irving 
ceeds  on  the  assumption,  that  the  undertaking  was 
established,  and  the  parties  all  known  —  cofistah 
materia^  constabat  de  persona.  But  in  Vice  v. . 
Anson  (a),  although  the  defendant  had  received  cc 
cates,  and  had  acknowledged  herself  to  be  a  sharehc 
she  was  holden  not  responsible  as  a  partner,  be< 
she  had  not  been  constituted  such  by  any  regola 
strument  In  Latxier  v.  Kershaw  all  the  defen< 
except  Barber  J  who  had  signed  the  deed,  were  direc 
and  as  such,  personally  responsible  for  the  orders 
had  given :  and  the  same  remark  applies  to  Kearsi 
Codd  and  Maudday  v.  Le  Blanc.  In  Perring  v.  / 
the  point  n6w  in  discussion,  namely,  whether  subscr 
are  liable  in  respect  of  an  inchoate  undertaking,  was  i 
presented  to  the  Court  The  concern  with  whicb 
defendant  was  alleged  to  be  connected  had  been 
established,  and  the  only  question  was,  whether  he 
divested^  himself  of  his  interest  by  assigning  the  s 
and  omitting  to  sign  the  partnership  deed ;  and 
propositions  ascribed  to  the  Chief  Justice^  that  *^  all 
subscribe  to  the  partnership  fund  must  be  take 
have  assented  to  the  deed,  —  an  assent  which  the  p 
tiffs  countenanced  by  afterwards  attempting  to  dispo 
their  interest,"  —  can  scarcely  be  deemed  law*  In . 
v.Schmceck  the  defendants  had  all  attended  meet 
and  had  been  active  in  the  concern.  In  Braithwax 
Skqfield  they  were  all  parties  to  the  resolution,  w 
was,  in  substance,  the  order  for  the  work  in  respe 
which  they  were  sued.     In  Bird  v.  Aston  there  w 

(«)  7  B.^C  409. 
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deed  executed  by  alU  And  in  Dickinson  v.  Valpy  (/z),  1830* 
tried  before  Burrough  J.  at  the  Bridgtwater  Summer 
assizes  1829|  Parke  J.  said,  upon  motion  for  a  new  trial 
in  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  <'  In  this  case,  it  is  very 
difficult  to  say  that  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  that  the  defendant  actually  was  a  partner ;  be- 
cause all  the  acts  proved  and  relied  upon  at  the  tnal 
were  equally  consistent  with  the  supposition  of  an  in- 
tention on  his  part  to  become  a  partner  in  a  trade  or 
business  to  be  afterwards  carried  on,  provided  certain 
things  were  done,  as  with  that  of  an  existing  partner- 
ship. There  is  a  great  difference  between  the  two  cases. 
If  there  is  a  contract  to  carry  on  any  business  by  way 
of  present  partnership,  between  a  certain  definite  num- 
ber of  persons,  and  the  terms  of  that  contract  are 
unconditional  or  complete,  I  have  already  said  that  the 
partners  give  to  each  other  an  implied  authority  to  bind 
the  rest  to  a  certain  extent.  But  if  a  person  agree  to 
become  a  partner  at  a  future  time  with  others,  provided 
other  persons  agree  to  do  the  same,  and  advance  stipu- 
lated portions  of  capital,  or  provided  any  other  previous 
conditions  are  performed,  he  gives  no  authority  at  all  to 
any  other  individual,  until  all  those  conditions  are  per- 
formed. If  any  of  the  other  intended  partners  in  the 
mean  time  enter  into  contracts,  it  seems  to  me  to  be 
clear  that  he  is  not  bound  by  them,  on  the  simple 
ground  that  he  has  never  authorised  them  ( always  sup- 
posing that  he  has  not  held  himself  out,  directly  or 
indirectly,  to  the  party  with  whom  the  contracts  are 
made,  as  having,  m  substance,  given  that  authority).  In 
those  cases  in  which  a  Plaintiff  has  not  been  induced 
by  the  Defendant's  representation  to  give  credit  to  him^ 
but  seeks  to  fix  him  because  he  has  really  authorised 
the  contract  to  be  made,  the  Plaintiff  must  shew  that 
authority,  and  an  authority  upon  condition  not  per- 
formed, is  no  authority  at  all." 

(a)  loB.lff  C.  140. 

3  G  4  In 
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1880^  •  In  Harvey  t.  Kay  {a)  a  deed  had  been  executed, 
the  defendants  came  within  its  terms;  bot  in  Boim 
Freeth  {b)  the  defendant  was  holden  not  a  partner^ 
cause  the  partnership  was  contc^mplated  only,  not 
Cdted.  Lord  TerUerden  said,  *<  The  question,  wb< 
he  did  hold  himself  out  to  the  world  as  a  pan 
\^  depends  entirely  on  the  effect  of  the  prospectus  w 

ij  he  signed.     That  instrument  indicates  that  a  com[ 

was  about  to  be  formed,  not  that  one  was  acti 
formed.  It  shews  only  that  it  was  in  the  contempla 
of  the  parties  who  had  subscribed  their  names  to  il 
establish  a  company  on  certain  conditions.'' 

In  the  present  case  every  thing  remained  to  be 
complished,  and  it  would  be  impossible  to  say 
whom  the  Defendants  were  associated;  whether  ' 
those  who  had  signed  the  deed,  or  those  who  bad 
signed:  or  with  those  who  had  paid  the  first  instaln 
and  not  the  second ;  or  the  second,  and  not  the  t) 
The  payments  made  by,  and  the  letters  addressed  to. 
Defendants,  gave  them  no  actual  interest ;  but  mere 
possible  interest  in  case  the  undertaking  should 
brought  to  bear.  The  directors  are  the  persons  sc 
responsible  for  the  expenses  of  such  a  concern;  Noc 
V.  Crosby ;  if,  indeed,  the  plaintiff  can  have  any  d 
at  all  upon  engaging  with  an  association,  at  that  ti 
illegal.     Josephs  v.  Pebrer.  {c) 

In  reply  it  was  urged,  that  a  deed  was  not  essentii 
the  establishment  of  a  partnership :  that  many  part 
ships  are  conducted  without :  that  it  is  immaterial  to 
public  whether  the  partners  observe  the  terms  of  t 
agreement  among  themselves;  and  that  an  individual  ^ 
gives  credit  can  enquire  no  farther  than  for  the  na 
announced  at  the  place  where  the  business  of  the  o 
pany  is  conducted.  Vice  v.  Lady  Anson  was  a  < 
touching  an  interest  in  a  mine,  and  turned  on  the  p 
that  nothing  had  been  done  to  give  the  defend 
(a)  ^B,^C.  356.     {b)  9B.^C.  639.     (c)  3  B.  &C  631 
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an  interest  in  real  property.  In  Dickinson  v.  Valpy,  1880^ 
Parke  J.  stood  alone  in  the  positions  cited.  In  Harvey 
V.  £ay,  Lord  Tenterden  relied  on  th^  defendant's  letters 
as  being  conclusive  against  him :  and  in  Bourne  v.  Freeth 
the  undertaking  was  never  actually  commenced,  like  the 
present,  by  the  purchase  of  premises  and  the  employ- 
ment of  tradesmen. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

TiNDAL  C.  J.  This  action  was  brought  by  the  Plain- 
tiff against  the  seven  Defendants,  to  recover  the  amount 
of  a  demand  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  by  the  Plaintiff 
to  the  Defendants,  and  for  work  and  labour  done  and 
materials  found  by  the  Plaintiff  for  them,  and  at  their 
request. 

It  appeared  at  the  trial  of  this  cause  at  Guildhall^  that 
the  contract,  upon  which  the  action  Was  founded,  was 
not  made  personally  and  individually  with  the  Defend- 
ants, but  with  the  chairman  and  directors  of  a  certain 
joint  stock  company  called  the  "  Imperial  Distillery 
Company;''  the  contract  being  a  tender  sent  in  by  the 
Plaintiff  on  the  18th  o(  July  1825,  addressed  to  such 
chairman  and  directors,  in  answer  to  an  advertisement 
which  had  been  published  by  the  directors  on  the  24th 
of  June^  stating  their  readiness  to  receive  tenders  for  the 
supply  and  erection  of  the  works  in  question.  But  it 
was  contended  at  the  trial,  that  upon  the  evidence  in 
this  case,  the  seven  Defendants  must  be  considered  part- 
ners in  this  company,  or,  if  not  partners,  that,  at  all 
events,  they  had  allowed  themselves  to  be  so  held  out  to 
the  Plaintiff,  and  were  therefore  bound  by  the  contract 
of  the  directors,  and  liable  to  the  payment  of  the 
Plaintiffs'  demand. 

Three  questions  were  left  to  the  jury  at  the  trial : — 
first,  whether,  at  the  time  of  making  this  contract,  the 
defendants  were  partners  in  this  joint  concern;  in  which 
case  the  jury  were  told    the  verdict  must  be  for  tlie 

Plaintiffs 
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Fox 

v. 


1880.       Plaintiff:  secondly,  admittmg  they  were  not  partni 

fact,  whether  they  had  by  their  conduct  held  thenu 

out  to  the  Plaintiff  as  partners,  or  allowed  tbemj 

QuFTOK.      to  be  so  represented  at  the  time  of  making  this  con 

in  which  case,  also,  the  jury  were  directed  to  find  fc 

Plaintiff:  and,  thirdly,  whether,  admitting  the  De 

ants  to  have  been  at  one  time  dormant  partners  ir 

concern,  any  one  of  them  had  ceased  to  be  a  partne: 

fore  the  contract  in  question  was  made ;  in  which 

the  jury  were  told  they  were  to  find  for  the  Defend 

The  Jury  found  a  general  verdict  for  the  Plainti 

\  the  amount  of  his  demand;  and  the  case  comes 

before  the  Court,  upon  a  rule  obtained  by  the  Del 
\  ants  to  set  aside  that  verdict,  and  for  a  new  trial 

-  well  upon  the  ground  that  the  direction  on  the 

I  point  was  not  a  proper  direction,  as  also  that  the  ve 

was  against  the  evidence  given  in  the  cause. 

The  main  and  important  question  in  this  case 
doubtedly  is,  whether,  under  the  circumstances  pr 
at  the  trial,  the  Defendants  were  actually  partners  ii 
Imperial    Distillery  Company ;    for,   if  partners, 
I  general  principle  which    governs  all   partnership 

trade  would  apply  to  the  present  case  —  that  eact 
dividual  partner  constitutes  the  others  his  agents  foi 
purpose  of  entering  into  all  contracts  for  him  withir 
scope  of  the  partnership  concern ;  and,  consequei 
that  he  is  liable  to  the  performance  of  all  such  contr 
in  the  same  manner  as  if  entered  into  personallj 
himself. 

But  before  we  give  our  judgment  upon  this,  the  f 
cipal  question,  it  may  be  convenient  to  clear  the  cai 
the  second  point  which  has  been  made,  viz.  whe 
the  Defendants  have  held  themselves  out  to  the  w 
generally,  or  to  the  present  Plaintiff  in  particular 
partners  in  the  present  concern ;  for,  if  such  shouh 
the  result  of  the  evidence,  it  would  render  any  inq 
into  the  first  question  altogether  immaterial. 
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Now,  the  evidence  upon  which  the  Plaintiff  contends  18S0. 
that  the  Defendants  permitted  themselves  to  be  repre- 
sented to  the  Plaintiff  as  partners  in  the  concern  is^ 
that  the  secretary  to  the  company  had  prepared  a  book 
containing  a  list  of  the  names  of  all  those  persons  to 
whom  shares  had  been  allotted  in  the  concern,  in  which 
list  the  names  of  the  seven  Defendants  had  been  in- 
cluded ;  that  this  list  had  been  left  with  the  bankers  of 
the  company  to  enable  them  to  receive  the  deposits  from 
the  contributors,  upon  which  list  the  payments  had  been 
made  and  receipts  given  at  the  banking-house;  and 
that  a  copy  of  it  was  lying  upon  the  table  of  the 
counting-house  belonging  to  the  company,  where  it 
was  seen  by  the  Plaintiff  when  he  called  upon  the 
subject  of  the  contract;  and  that,  on  one  occasion, 
when  the  Plaintiff  was  expressing  a  doubt  about  trusting 
such  a  numerous  company,  the  secretary  opened  the 
book,  and  the  Plaintiff  looked  over  some  of  the  names. 

llie  book  itself,  when  referred  to,  contained  lists,  on 
the  different  pages,  of  the  names  of  the  several  persons 
to  whom  shares  had  been  allotted,  arranged  alpha* 
betically,  one  leaf  being  assigned  to  each  letter  of  the 
alphabet,  and  the  whole  number  of  names  consisted  of 
upwards  of  200;  so  that  the  merely  opening  the  book 
in  the  counting-house  and  seeing  some  of  the  names 
could  not,  in  the  ordinary  course  of  things,  give  any 
intimation  to  the  Plaintiff  that  the  names  of  the  seven 
Defendants  were  included  in  the  lists.  Indeed,  it  is  not 
argued  on  the  ground  that  the  Plaintiff  saw  the  names 
of  the  Defendants  in  this  list,  but  that  the  bare  circum- 
stance that  their  names  were  included  in  such  list  used 
for  the  purposes  above  specified,  by  their  own  per- 
mission, was  a  sufficient  holding  themselves  out  to  the 
world  as  partners  in  the  company. 

But,  in  the  first  place,  there  was  no  evidence  that 
the  Defendants  knew  of  the  existence  of  any  copy  of 
the  list  at  the  counting-house;  still  less,  any  evidence 

that 
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1830.  tbat  such  list  was  made  up,  or  shewn  to  any  one 
their  permission  or  knowledge.  The  holding  on 
out  to  the  world  as  a  partner,  as  contra-distingi 
from  the  actual  relation  of  partnership,  imports  a 
the  voluntary  act  of  the  party  so  holding  himsel 
It  implies  the  lending  of  his  name  to  the  partnei 
and  is  altogether  incompatible  with  the  want  of  1 
ledge  that  his  name  has  been  so  used.  Thus,  i 
ordinary  instances  of  its  occurrence,  where  a  f 
allows  his  name  to  remain  in  a  firm,  either  expoi 
the  public  over  a  shop^loor,  or  to  be  used  in  p 
invoices  or  bills  of  parcels,  or  to  be  published  i 
vertisements,  the  knowledge  of  the  party  that  his 
is  used,  and  his  assent  thereto,  is  the  very  ground 
which  he  is  estopped  from  disputing  his  liabilit} 
partner. 

That  there  must  have  been  some  list  of  the 
scribers  to  so  numerous  a  company,  the  Defen 
may,  indeed,  be  taken  to  have  known ;  it  would 
been  impossible  to  make  calls  for  deposits,  to 
notices,  or  to  do  any  of  the  acts  necessary  for  car 
on  the  concern,  without  a  written  list  of  the  nan 
subscribers.  So  far,  therefore,  the  authority  oj 
Defendants  to  the  existence  of  a  list  may  be  assu 
But  that  implies  no  authority  whatever  that  a 
should  be  made  out  to  lie  in  the  counting-house,  fo 
purpose  of  being  shewn  to  strangers  who  might  dei 
to  look  at  it.  And  still  less  could  the  list  lefl  witl 
bankers  be  considered  as  making  any  communicati< 
the  world  with  the  assent  of  the  Defendants, 
list  was  a  matter  in  strict  confidence  and  privitj 
tween  the  banker  who  received  the  money,  and 
party  who  called  with  the  letter  in  his  hand  and 
the  deposit.  It  held  out  no  information  to  the  pu 
because  not  communicated  to  any  third  person  in 
soever.  Even  upon  the  face  of  the  book  itself^  it 
veyed  no  information  of  the  relation  in  which  the 
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ties  stood  to  each  other;  as  it  contained  nothing  but  1830. 
a  long  list  of  names,  without  any  notice  or  heading 
whatever;  leaving  it  altogether  uncertain  whether  the 
persons  named  are  partners  in  any  concern  actually 
established,  or  merely  subscribers  to  a  projected  part^ 
nership :  and  as  to  the  receipt  given  by  the  bankers  for 
the  deposit,  and  called  the  scrip  receipt,  it  could  give 
no  information  to  any  one ;  for  it  was  a  receipt  given  to 
the  directors  eo  nomine^  and  not  to  the  individual 
paying  the  money. 

But,  without  reference  to  the  information  which  the 
Plaintiff  actually  received  from  the  book,  we  think  the 
communication  of  this  book  was  no  act  done  by  the  De- 
fendants themselves,  or  by  their  authority  or  permission^ 
so  as  to  make  them  nominal  and  ostensible  partners,  in 
contradistinction  to  real  partners  or  sharers  in  the  profits 
of  the  concern ;  so  that  the  verdict,  if  it  rested  on  this 
part  of  the  evidence,  cannot  be  supported. 

The  question,  therefore,  must  be  considered,  whether^ 
upon  the  facts  of  this  case,  the  Defendants  were  partners 
in  the  Imperial  Distillery  Company  with  the  directors 
and  other  shareholders,  at  the  time  this  contract  was 
made :  for,  by  the  general  rule  of  law  relating  to  part- 
nerships in  trade,  each  would  then  be  liable  to  the 
debts  of  the  whole  company  contracted  in  the  course  of 
the  trade.  This  is  a  consequence  not  confined  to  the 
law  of  this  country,  but  extending  generally  through- 
out Europe ;  and  it  is  founded,  partly  on  the  desire  to 
favour  commerce,  that  merchants  in  partnership  may 
obtain  more  crdlit  in  the  world ;  and,  more  especially, 
on  the  principle  that  the  members  of  trading  partner- 
ships are  constituted  agents  the  one  for  the  other,  for 
entering  into  contracts  connected  with  the  business  and 
concerns  of  the  partnership ;  so  that  by  the  contracts  of 
the  agent  all  his  principals  are  bound.  {SeePothier,  Traiti 
du  Contrdt  deSod^t^y  ch.  6.  s.  1.)  The  question,  there- 
foxej  becomes  this,  —  whether,  at  the  time  of  this  con- 
tract 
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18S0.  tract  made  by  the  directors,  the  relation  betwee 
Defendants  and  them  was  such,  that  the  directon 
constituted  the  agents  of  the  Defendants  to  bind 
by  their  contracts  ? 

The  first  act  done  on  the  part  of  the  Defendants 
application  by  letter  from  each  of  them,  excep; 
requesting  the  name  of  the  party  to  be  inserted  for 
tain  number  of  shares  in  the  Imperial  Distillery 
pany,  and  engaging  to  make  payment  thereon, 
these  letters  appear  to  have  been  written  betwe< 
2d  and  21st  of  March  ;  and  so  completely  was  the 
pany  unformed  at  the  time,  that  the  letters  wer 
dressed  to  Messrs.  Fishers  and  NaratUy  who  act 
solicitors  for  the  persons,  whoever  they  might  be 
does  not  distinctly  appear),  who  were  endeayouri 
establish  the  concern.  On  the  19th  of  Mar  A  a  ] 
meeting  was  held,  which  was  attended  by  many  pei 
whether  by  the  Defendants  or  not,  there  is  no  evic 
at  which  meeting,  according  to  the  language  c 
secretary,  ^^  the  company  was  formed." 

On  theSSd  of  March  an  advertisement  appears,  he 
*^  Imperial  Distillery  Company ;  —  capital  600,0(M 
12,000  shares  of  50/.  each ; "  giving  the  names  < 
trustees  and  other  officers,  and  adverting  to  othei 
ticulars  which  it  will  be  necessary  to  refer  to  afterwai 

It  was  not  until  the  24th,  the  day  following  tt 
vertisement,  that  an  answer  was  sent  to  the  dif 
applicants,  signed  by  the  secretary,  who  had  beei 
pointed  in  the  mean  time,  informing  them  tfaa 
directors  had  appropriated  a  certain  number  of  s 
to  each,  and  requesting  them  to  pay  the  deposit  o 
pounds  per  share  before  the  28th  of  March. 

Now,  the  advertisement  described  the  proposec 
dertaking  as  "  The  Imperial  Distillery  Company: 
is  said  this  description  assumes  that  it  is  a  com 
already  formed  :  but  the  very  circumstance  of  pul 
ing  an  advertisement  proves  that  it  was  only  a  pi 
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for  a  company,  not  a  company  actually  formed ;  for  if  ^  ^  ^30. 
the  600,000/.  had  been  subscribed,  and  the  12,000 
shares  allotted,  why  publish  an  advertisement?  It 
could  only  be  intended  for  the  purpose  of  inducing 
others  to  subscribe.  The  description  employed  in  the  ad- 
vertisement of  the  advantages  to  be  gained  by  the  sub- 
scribers, proves  also  the  object  of  the  publication  ;  and 
the  conclusion  points  more  directly  to  the  Jntwre  form- 
ation of  a  company :  it  states,  that  *^  A  deed  of  settle- 
ment will  be  prepared  forthwith,  which  must  be  executed 
within  thirty  days  after  the  same  shall  be  ready  for  that 
purpose ;  and  every  person  who  shall  neglect  to  execute 
the  same  within  that  time  shall  forfeit  all  share  and 
interest  in  the  company.  The  deed  is  to  contain  all 
such  clauses  and  conditions  as  the  standing  counsel  and 
solicitors  to  the  company  shall  deem  necessary.  The 
shares  will  be  forthwith  allotted ;  and,  until  offices  are 
taken,  all  communications  are  requested  to  be  made  to 
the  directors,  at  the  City  of  London  Tavern.'*   ' 

Now,  this  advertisement  is  the  basis  of  the  contract 
between  the  parties ;  it  is  upon  the  footing  of  this  pro- 
spectus, that  the  seven  Defendants  had  their  shares 
allotted  to  them,  and  paid  their  deposits :  if  they  are 
not  partners  under  this  agreement,  they  are  not  partners 
under  any ;  for  they  neither  exchanged  their  scrip-re- 
ceipts for  certificates  of  shares ;  nor  executed  the  deed 
when  prepared;  nor  paid  a  second  call  when  made; 
.nor  appeared  at  any  meeting ;  nor  interfered  with  any 
concerns  of  the  company ;  nor  did  any  act  subsequent 
to  the  making  this  contract ;  nor  any  act  before,  other 
than  applying  for  shares  and  paying  the  deposit  of  SL 
per  share,  when  they  learnt  from  the  letter  of  the  secre- 
tary that  a  certain  number  of  shares  was  appropriated 
to  them. 

The  paying  of  the   deposits   must  undoubtedly  be 
taken  to  imply  an  assent  to  the  terms  of  the  advertiser 

ment ; 
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ment;  that  is,  an  assent  to  become  partners  in  a 
pany  raising  a  capital  of  600,000/.,  consisting  of  1 
shares,  and  to  be  governed  by  a  deed  which  a 
contain  the  clauses  and  conditions  to  be  agreed 
future :  but  we  think  it  implies  nothing  more ;  an* 
it  cannot  be  construed  as  an  assent  to  the  term 
partnership  already  formed. 

When,  therefore,  instead  of  an  aUotment  of  1 
shares,  the  utmost  that  were  ever  allotted  scarce! 
ceeded  7500;  when,  out  of  that  number,  no  more 
2500  ever  paid  the  first  instalment ;  when  not  ha 
latter  number  paid  the  second  instalment,  and  only  i 
five  subscribers  signed  the  deed;  we  think  the 
scribers  were  at  liberty  to  say.  This  was  not  the  tr 
company  upon  which  we  paid  our  deposit ;  neithc 
capital,  nor  the  number  of  shares,  bearing  any  reaso 
proportion  to  the  original  plan  and  project.  Am 
the  more  especially,  because,  by  the  terms  of  th( 
vertisement,  they  were  taught  to  expect  that  the  ul 
risk  which  they  encountered  was  the  loss  of  all 
and  interest  <^  in  the  concern  "  upon  their  refiis 
execute  the  deed;  which  loss  they  appear  to  have 
mitted  to. 

There  are  no  facts  subsequent  to  the  payment  o 
deposit  which  in  any  manner  affect  the  seven  De 
ants.  On  the  SOth  of  June  the  deed  was  prepare 
signature,  and  shortly  afterwards  signed  by  the  dire< 
and  those  of  the  shareholders  who  paid  the  secon 
stalment,  not  exceeding  sixty-five  in  number :  anc 
not  immaterial  to  observe,  that  so  little  was  the  pax 
ship  considered  as  fixed  before  the  execution  o 
deed,  that,  according  to  the  evidence  of  the  secre 
any  person  producing  a  scrip  receipt,  and  payij 
second  call,  whether  an  original  subscriber  or  not, 
permitted  to  execute  the  deed;  The  Defendants,  1 
ever,  on  this  record,  with  the  exception  of  Plun 
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never  executed  the  deed;  nor  did  any  more  than  two  of        1830. 
them  ever  pay  the  second  instalment 

On  the  i6th  of  Jt^  therewas  anadvertisement.in  the 
Gazette^  making  a  second  call  for  5/.,  and  informing  the 
subscribers  ^^  that  it  had  been  determined  by  the  di- 
rectors, that  no  scrip-holder  could  receive  shares  for 
scrip  until  he  had  first  signed  the  deed  of  settlement^ 
and  no  scrip  could  be  exchanged  for  shares  after  Monday 
the  18th  instant" 

The  Defendants,  except  as  above^  neither  exchanged 
their  scrip,  nor  executed  the  deed.  On  the.  12th,, of 
August  the  directors  advertised  that  the  deposits  would 
become  forfeited  on  all  scrip  for  which  the  deed  of.  set- 
tlement was  not  signed,  and  the  first  .call  paid  on  or 
before  the  23d.  And  on  the  27th.of  ^t^gus^  a.  second 
advertisement  appeared,  declaring,  ^^  that  such  deposits 
on  the  now  outstanding  scrip  were  forfeited  for  the  use 
and  benefit  of  the  proprietors;  and  authorizing  applica- 
tions to  be  made  for  the  shares  so  forfeited."  . 

At  this  moment,  therefore,  the  consequence  had  fol- 
lowed which  the  original  prospectus  had  declared,  viz. 
^^  the  forfeiture  of  the  deposits,  and  all  interest  •  and 
share  in  the  concern;"  and  no  subsequent  offer  by, the 
directors,  to  allow  the  subscribers  to  be  restored,  to 
their  shares  upon  the  execution  of,  the  deed,  could  alter 
their  relation  to  each  other,  unless  assented  to  by  them- 
selves. .  • 

Upon  this  first  question,  therefore,  whether  a  partner* 
ship  was  actually  formed,  we  think,  if.  the  right  to  par- 
ticipate in  the  profits  of  a  joint  concern  is  to  be  taken, 
as  undoubtedly  it  ought  to  be,  as  a  test  of  a  partnership* 
tliese  Defendants  were  not  entitled  at  any  time  to  de- 
mand a  share  of  profits,  if  profits  had  been  made; 
inasmuch  as  they  had  never  fulfilled  the  conditions  uppn 
which  they  subscribed.  We  thinkthe  matter  proceeded  np 
further,  than  that  the  Defendants. had  o£Eered  to  become 
partners  in  a  projected  concern,  and  that  the  concern 

Vol.  VI.  3  H  proved 
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1 830.  proved  abortive  before  the  period  &t  which  the  par 
ship  was  to  commence :  and,  therefore,  ^ilh  respe 
the  agency  of  the  directors,  which  is  the  legal  a 
quence  of  a  partnership  completely  formed,  we  tbinl 
directors  {iroceeded  to  act  before  they  had  auth 
fh>ni  these  Defendants;  for  they  began  to  act  if 
name  of  the  whole,  before  little  more  than  hall 
capital  was  subscribed  for,  or  half  the  shares 
allotted.  The  persons,  therefore,  who  contracted 
the  directors,  must  rest  updh  the  security  of  th 
rectors,  who  made  such  contract,  and  of  those 
Scribets,  who,  by  enceeuting  the  deed,  have  dec 
themselves  partners,  and  of  any  who  haVe  by  their 
sequent  conduct  re<;ognized  and  adopted  the  acts 
cbntracts  of  the  directors ;  but  they  have  not  the  sec 
of  the  present  Defendants,  who  are  not  proved  b 
evidence  to  stand  in  any  one  of  such  predicaments. 
It  is  unnecessary  to  advert  to  any  of  the  cases  ^ 
have  been  referred  to,  each  of  which  must  rest  upc 
own  peculiar  circumstances ;  ^except  that  with  respi 
Perring  v.  Hone^  decided  in  this  court,  i^e  tliink  it 
to  observe,  that  the  great  point,  whether  there  v 
partnership  or  not,  does  not  appear  to  have  been  i 
the  prominent  subject  of  argument,  but  to  have 
rather  assumed  than  disputed ;  for  the  advertiseme 
prospectus  was  not  brought  to  the  attention  of  the  C 
nor  is  there  any  argument  upon  the  terms  of  it. 
not  incompatible  with  that  determination,  that  the  ( 
might  have  held  the  proof  of  partnership  incompic 
the  same  materials  had  been  brought  before  them  f 
are  presented  to  us. 

Upon  the  view  which  we  have  taken  of  the  twc 
questions  in  this  case,  it  becomes  unnecessary  to 
any  opinion  on  the  third,  as  to  the  divesting  of  the 
lity  of  any  of  the  Defendants  by  the  sale  of  their 
before  this  contract  was  entered  into. 


IN  TUS  ELEV£VTir  TeaR  OP  G£0«  IV.  801 

On  the  whole,  therefore,  we  make  the  rule  absolute  1^30. 
for  setting  aside  the  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  upon  the 
broad  ground,  that  we  do  not  think,  under  the  circum- 
stances proved^  the  directors  had  any  authority  to  bind 
these  Defendants  by  the  contract  upon  which  the  action 
is  founded. 

Rule  absolute. 


WOMERSLEY  t;.  BoUSFIELD.  Jf^  a». 

ANDREWS  Serjt.  moved  that  the  Defendant,  who  A  prisoner  in 
had  been  in  custody  in  execution  for  debts  not  cu»todyfor 

debts  exceed- 
Amounting  to  SOO/^  might  be  brought  up  under  the  ing3oo/.is 

compulsory  clause  of  the  Lords'  Act,  the  Plaintiff  having  ii*We  to  be 

given  him  the  twenty  days'  notice  of  his  intention  to     ^"^ ,  "^ 

require  a  true  account  of  all   his   real  and  personal  pulsory  clause 

estate,  and  all  incumbrances  affecting  the  same.     Since  ^  ^*  I-ocdt* 

the  motion,  he  had  been  charged  in  execution  at  the  suit 

of  another  creditor  for  500/1 ;  upon  which 

Bompas  Serjt  contended,  that  he  ought  not  to  be  sub- 
jected to  the  compulsory  power  in  tlie  act  of  8S  G.  S. 
c.  5. ;  inasmuch  as  the  effect  would  be  to  take  from  him 
all  his  property,  and  still  leave  him  at  the  mercy  of  the 
second  execution. 

There  being  a  suspicion  that  the  detainer  was  collu- 
sive, the  Court  remanded  the  prisoner  for  a  week; 
when,  upon  his  declining  to  give  in  a  proper  schedule, 
he  was  remanded  for  sixty  days,  subject  to  the  conse- 
quences of  his  contumacy,  the  Court  being  of  opinion 
that,  notwithstanding  the  second  execution,  he  was 
within  the  operation  of  the  statute. 

See  Chappell  v.  AsbUj^  sB.bf  jt.  537. 
SH  2 


CASES  iH  TBINI 


REGULA  GEN 

It  is  ordered,  That  from  1 
argunients  in  this  Court,  notice, 
which  are  intended  to  be  insic 
parties  be  delivered  to  the  Ji 
two  days  before  the  day  on  wl; 
down  for  hearing,  either  by  m 
niargiti  of  the  books  deliverec 
separtie  paper :  and  that  each  i 
the  same  time,  leave  a  copy  of 
bers  of  the  Lord  (%ief  Justice 
adverse  p&r^  upon  his  applicati 


MEMORA14 

'  His  Majesty  King  George  tt 
(/«y,  the  26th  June,  upon  wl 
Judge  sat  in  each  Court  for  tht 


AN 


INDEX 


TO  THE 


PRINCIPAL    MATTERS 


CONTAINED    IN   THIS   VOLUME. 


ACCORD  AND  SATIS- 
FACTION. 

Certain  stock  of  the  Plaintifis'  was 
transferred  under  a  forged  power 
of  attorney :  The  Bank  of  Eng' 
land  offered  to  replace  the  stock, 
if  the  Plaintiffs  would  first  prove 
the  amount  under  a  commission 
of  bankruptcy  issued  against  a 
firm  in  which  the  forger  of  the 
power  had  been  a  partner :  after 
this  offer  the  Plaintiffs  received 
a  dividend,  and  engaged  to 
tender  a  proof  of  their  demand 
under  the  commission  of  bank- 
ruptcy : 

Held,  that  they  could  not  sue 
the  Bank  in  respect  of  the  stock, 
till  they  had  fulfilled  their  en- 
gagement to  tender  the  proof 
under  the  commission  of  bank- 
ruptcy. Stracy  v.  The  Go'oer^ 
nor  and  Company  of  the  Bank  of 
England.  Page  754 


ACTION  ON  THE  CASE. 

See  Evidence,  2.    Carrier,  1. 

1.  The  Plaintiff,  who  had  a  right  to 
irrigate  his  meadow  by  placing  a 
dam  of  loose  stones  across  a  small 
stream,  and  occasionally  a  board 
or  fender,  fastened  the  board  by 
means  of  two  stakes,  which  had 
never  been  done  by  his  prede- 
cessors : 

The  Defendant,  who  had  rights 
on  the  same  stream,  removed  the- 
stakes  and  the  board  also: 

A  verdict  having  been  given 
for  the  Plaintiff  in  an  action  for 
such  removal,  the  Court  refused 
to  set  it  aside ;  holding,  that.the 
Defendant  had  no  right  to  re- 
move the  board  as  well  as  the 
stakes,  on  the  ground  that  the 
stakes  gave  the  board  a  character 
of  permanency  incompatible  with . 
her  own  rights.  Greenslade  .v. 
Halliddy.  Pitge  S19 

S  H  3  2  Where 


I 


j 
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AMENDMENT. 


2.  Where  a  party  recommends  an 
agent,  by  making  statements 
which  he  knows  to  be  false,  he 
is  responsible  in  damages  for  the 
misconduct  of  the  agent,  although 
it  be  not  shewn  that  the  recom- 
mendation was  given  from  malice, 
or  with  a  view  to  the  pecuniary  ■ 
interest  of  the  party  recommend- 
ing. Foster  and  Another  v.  /2o- 
beri  Charles.  Page  396 

9.  Plaintiff  led  in  a  hackney-coach 
in  London,  and  lost,  her  reticule, 
containing  a  100/.  bank  post  till, 
indorsed  in  blank;  she  issued 
hand-bills  proclaiming  her  loss. 
Defendant,  a  banker  at  Brighton^ 
who  had  never  heard  of  the  loss, 
cashed  the  bill  for  a  stranger 
eight  dajTs  afterwards.  The  stran- 
ger, on  being  asked  his  name, 
jaid  he  was  on  a  journey,  and 
wrote  on  the  bill  a  fictitious  ad- 
dress in  an  illiterate  hand.  The 
Defendant  did  not  enquire  at 
what  inn  he  was  staying :  Held, 
that  the  Defendant  was  liable 
for  the  amount  to  the  PlaintiflT. 
Strange  v.  Wignei/.  677 


ADULTERY.  i 

See  DowBR,  1. 

AFnDAVIT. 
See  Pbactice,  4*. 

AFFTOAVIT  TO  HOLD  TO 
BAIL. 

See  Practice,  7. 

AMENDMENT. 
See  Plxading,  L    Pkactice,  6.  ' 


ASSUMPSIT. 


ANNUITY. 

Breaches  need  not  be  assigned 
der  8  &  9  W.  S.  c.  11.  on  n 
payment  of  an  annuity  secured 
a  warrant  to  confess  judgment 
a  mtMuatus.  Shaw  ▼.  The  M 
quis  of  Worcester.  Page  I 


ARBITRATION. 

Plaintiff  who  had  taken  a  verd 
subject  to  an  award  under 
order  of  nisi  priiis,  after  tl 
case  had  been  heard,  and  ji 
before  the  award  was  about  to 
made,  revoked  the  arbitrato 
authority,  with  circumstances  ( 
vouring  of  mala  fides,  and  ga 
fresh  notice  of  trial.  The  ord 
o£nisiprius  not  having  been  ma 
a  rule  of  court,  the  Court  refu» 
to  stay  proceedings.  Green 
Pole.  f 


ASSUMPSIT. 

See  Accord  and  Satisfactic 

].  Defendants  engaged  Plaintiff 
superintend  mines  in  America  i 
three  years,  at  a  salary  of  60( 
per  annum,  to  increase  50/.  eve 
year,  and  commence  from  I 
leaving  England,  with  a  provis 
that  Plaintiff  should  not  be  di 
missed  without  a  twelvemontl: 
notice  or  a  twelvemonth's  salar 
and  the  reasonable  expenses 
his  return,  and  that,  if  he  stayc 
at  the  mines  three  years,  a  su 
should  be  allowed  for  the  e: 
pence  of  the  return  of  his  famil; 

Flainti 
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ATTORNEY. 


AVOWRY. 
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Plaintiff  left  England  in  Au' 
gust  1825,  and  arrived  at  tlie 
mines  in  April  1826. 

Defendants  dismissed  Plaintiff 
in  September  1827,  without  giving 
notice  or  paying  a  year's  salary, 
or  any  expenses  of  return.  In 
an  action  for  breach  of  the  con- 
tract, a  verdict  having  been  given 
with  damages  to  cover  a  year's 
salary  from  the  time  of  dismissal, 
with  leave  for  the  Plaintiff  to 
move  to  increase  the  damages  by 
320/.,  the  expense  of  the  return 
of  the  Plaintiff's  family,  and  470/., 
the  amount  of  salary  from  the 
end  of  a  year  after  dismissal  to 
the  end  of  the  third  year  after  his 
arrival  at  the  mines. 

Held,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  not 
entitled  to  increase  the  damages 
by  the  amount  of  those  sums. 
French  v.  Brookes  and  Another. 

Page  S5i> 
2.  The  Defendant  kept  a  heifer 
which  he  had  bought  of  a  drover 
on  Sunday^  and  afterwards  made 
a  promise  to  pay  for :  Held,  that 
having  kept  the  beast  he  was 
liable,  at  all  events,  on  the  quantum 
meruit^  notwithstanding  the  con- 
tract made  on  Sunday.  Williams 
V.  Paul.  654 


ATTESTATION. 
See  Will. 


ATTORNEY. 

1,  A  suggestion  that  Defendant  de- 
fends by  A.  B.p  **  who  has  been 
appointed  solicitor  on  behalf  of 


his  Majesty,  and  acts  as  such  in 
this  behalf,"  is  a  sufficient  dis- 
closure to  the  Court  that  A.  B. 
has  authority  to  act  under  9  G.  4. 
c.  25.,  and  Plaintiff  cannot  treat 
the  plea  as  a  nullity,  although, 
otherwise  than  by  such  sugges- 
tion, the  record  does  not  shew 
that  the  cause  concerns  matters 
of  revenue.     West  v.  Taunton. 

PageiM 
%  An  attorney  with  the  advice  of 
counsel,  in  an  action  against  J.  B. 
for  negligence  in  the  conduct  of 
Plaintiff's  defence  to  another  ac- 
tion, produced  the  prothonotary's 
book  toprove  an  allegation,^* that, 
in  consequence  of  the  negligence 
of  <7.  B.,  judgment  by  default  had 
been  signed,  and  such  further 
proceedings  had  that  final  judg- 
ment was  afterwards  signed  and 
execution  issued ;"  whereupon, 
Plaintiff  was  nonsuited  for  not 
producing  the  record  of  that 
judgment,  or  a  proper  copy: 
Held,  that  this  was  not  such  neg- 
ligence as  rendered  the  attorney 
liable  to  an  action.  Godejroy  v. 
Dalton^  Gent.  460 

3.  Where  the  parties  settle  a  cause 
without  the  intervention  of  the 
Plaintiff's  attorney,  he  cannot 
proceed  to  trial  for  his  costs,  un- 
less he  can  clearly  establish  col- 
lusion between  the  parties  to  de- 
prive him  of  his  costs.  Nelson  v. 
WUson.  568 


AVOWRY. 


5^  Pleading  £• 
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BAIL. 


AWARD. 

9 

1.  Wliere  a  Plaintiff  makes  seve- 
ral claims  against  a  Defendant, 
and  the  Defendant  makes  others 
against  the  plaintiff,  if  an  arbitra- 
tor to  whom  the  cause  is  re- 
ferred, finds  that  the  Plaintiff  had 
no  cause  of  action,  his  award  is, 

in  that  respect  at  least,  sufficiently 
certain.  HayUar  v.  Ellis .  Page  225 

2.  By  a  judge's  order,  an  award  was 
to  be  made  by  the  first  day  of 
Trinky  term,  or  such  further  day 
as  the  arbitrator  should  appoint 
by  indorsement  on  the  order. 
The  arbitrator  enlarged  the  time 
by  indorsement,  and  before  the 
expiration  of  the  enlarged  time, 
one  of  the  parties,  at  his  request, 
procured  a  judge's  order  for  a 
further  enlargement,  which  was 
acted  upon  by  all  parties,  and  the 

.  arbitrator  made  his  award  beyond 
the  time  of  the  first  enlargement, 
but  within  the  time  so  further 
enlarged,  but  made  no  further 
indorsement  on  the  original  order : 
Held,  that  he  had  authority  for 
making  his  award.  Leggett  v. 
Finlay.  255 


BAIL. 

See  Bankrupt,  4. 7. 

1.  A  member  of  a  corporation  may 
be  bail  in  error  in  an  action 
brought  against  the  corporation. 
Henly  v.  Mayor  and  Burgesses 
of  Lyme  Regis,  195 


2.  Where  defendant,  aubsequentlj 
to  arrest,  and  before  perfecting 
special  bail,  was  committed  tc 
criminal  custody,  in  which  he 
remained,  awaiting  the  decisroc 
of  the  twelve  judges  on  a  poinl 
of  law  arising  out  of  his  defence 
on  the  criminal  charge,  the  Coon 
refused  to  enlarge,  till  the  opinion 
of  the  judges  should  have  beco 
delivered,  the  time  for  perfecting 
special  bail,  or  to  permit  the 
sheriff's  bail  to  render  him.  Joyce 
V.  Pratt.  Page  377 

3.  Allowance  of  bail  discharged  on 
affidavit  of  perjury  by  bail,  on- 
contradicted. 

Detainer  against  principals  in 
custody  refused.  Barling  v.  Wa- 
ters. 423 

4.  The  bail  consented  to  the  De- 
fendant's giving  a  cognovit  on 
such  terms  as  he  could  obtain 
from  the  Plaintiff.  A  cognotU 
was  then  given  in  February  to 
pay  in  May  ;  default  having  been 
made  in  May^  the  Defendant 
negotiated,  but  in  vain,  till 
June  13th. 

The  bail  having  been  proceeded 
against  without  any  notice  of  this 
negotiation,  the  proceedings  were 
set  aside.  Charleton  and  another 
V.  Morris  and  Another.  427 

5.  Where  a  Defendant  was  allowed 
time  to  answer  Plaintiffs  affidavit 
impeaching  the  sufficiency  of  De- 
fendant's bail,  he  was  not  allowed 
to  put  in  fresh  bail  instead  ol 
answering  the  affidavit,  although 
his  time  for  putting  in  bail  had 
not  expired,  nor  had  any  attach* 
ment  been  issued  against  the 
sheriff.     Cockburn  v.  Ling.     73^ 

BANKER^J. 


ill 


BANKRUPT. 
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BANKERS. 
See  Action  on  the  Case,  S. 

BANKRUPT. 

1 .  A  payment  of  a  partnership  debt, 
made  by  a  partner  who  has  com- 
mitted an  act  of  bankruptcy,  to  a 
creditor  who  has  notice  thereof, 
18  not  protected  by  *.  82.  of  6  G.  4. 
c.  16.  Craven  and  Others,  Assign- 
ees of  W.  and  B.  Aired,  Bank- 
rupts, V.  Edmondson.      Page  7S4 

2.  Where  a  lessee  becomes  bank- 
rupt, a  surety  joined  in  the  lease 
with  him  is  liable  to  the  lessor  for 
breaches  of  covenant  occurring 
between  the  date  of  the  commis- 
sion and  the  delivery  up  of  the 
lease  by  the  lessee  under  6  G.  4. 
c.  16.  s.  75.  Tuck  and  Others,  Ex- 
ecutors of  Gibbons  y.Fj/ son.  S21 

3.  1.  A  bill  of  exchange  is  a  chattel 
within  the  meaning  of  6  G,  4. 
c.  16.  *.  3. ;  the  fraudulent  deli- 
very or  transfer  of  which  will 
constitute  an  act  of  bankruptcy. 

2.  Closing  the  doors  and  shut- 
ters of  a  bank  is  a  **  beginning  to 
keep  house,"  although  the  banker 
be  not  domiciled  at  the  bank. 
Cumming  and  Others,  Assignees 
of  Cavanagh  and  Others^  Bank- 
rupts, V.  Baily.  363 

4.  Where  an  uncertificated  bank- 
rupt, in  order  to  try  the  validity 

'  of  his  commission,  held  his  as- 
signee to  bail  in  an  action  for 
money  had  and  received,  the  • 
Court  discharged  the  assignee 
upon  filing  common  bail.  Cham- 
bers V,  Bemasconi  and  Another. 

498 


5.  An  execution  on  a  final  judgment, 
following  a  judgment  by  nil  dicit, 
held  to  be  within  the  proviso  of 
s.  108.  6  G.  4.  c.  16.,  although 
there  was  no  concert  between 
the  parties,  and  the  judgment 
was  obtained  before  the  act  came 
into  operation.  Cuming  and  An- 
other, Assignees  ofHeak,  a  Bank- 
rupt, V.  Welsford  and  Others. 

Page  502 

6.  Under  6  G*  4.  c  16.  s.B.  an  act 
of  bankruptcy  by  lying  in  prison 
twenty-one  days,  does  not  relate 
to  the  first  day  of  imprisonment. 
Moser  and  Another,  Assignees, 
Sfc.  V.  Nexvman  and  Book      556 

7.  Where  the  Defendant  obtained 
his  certificate  as  a  bankrupt  after 
issue,  and  before  judgment,  the 
Court  refused,  after  judgment,  to 
enter  an  exoneretur  on  the  bail- 
piece.  Humphreys  v.  Knight.  569 

8.  A  bankrupt,  who  obtained  his 
certificate  af^er  issue,  and  before 
judgment,  having,  afler  judg- 
ment,  been  rendered  in  discharge 
of  his  bail,  was  held  entitled  to 
be  liberated  on  a  summary  ap- 
plication, although  he  Jiad  not 
pleaded  his  certificate  puis  dar- 
rein   continuance.      Same   case. 

*       572 

9.  The  proceedings  under  a  com- 
mission of  bankruptcy  sued  out 
in  1822,  were  not  enrolled  till 
afler  tlie  repeal  of  the  5  G.  2. 
c.  30.  in  1825 :  Held,  that  they 
were  not  admissible  in  evidence, 
the  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  not  applying  to 
the  enrolment  of  proceedings 
under  commissions  anterior  to 
the  act.  Kay,  Assignee  qf  She^» 
toin,  V.  Goodwin.  575 

10.  After  a  secret  act  of  bankruptcy 

by 


808    BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 

by  Pm  Defendant  accepted  a  bill 
of  exchange  for  him  for  98/.  at 
three  montha,  which  P.  paid  to  a 
creditor  standing  by:  later,  in 
the  courae  of  the  same  day»  P* 
agreed  to  sell  Defendant  four 
horses  as  security  for  70/.  of  the 
98/.  The  horses  were  subse- 
quently delivered  to  the  Defcnd- 
anti  who  paid  the  98/.  bill  when 
it  became  due :  Held,  that  the 
transaction  was  not  protected  by 
the  eighty-second  section  of  - 
6  G«  4.  c.  16.  Carter^  Assignee 
qf  Peer,  a  Bankrupt,  v.  Breton. 

Page  617 

11.  A  right  of  entry  vested  in  hus- 
band and  wife  in  right  of  the 
wife,  passes  to  the  assignees  of 
the  husband  if  he  become  bank- 
rupt. Mitchell  and  Wife  and  ' 
Others  v.  Lady  B.  Hughes.    689 

12>  A, ship-broker  is,  as  such,  liable 
to  be  made  a  bankrupt.  Pott  v. 
Turner  and  Another.  702 

IS.  A  purchaser  of  property  under 
a  commission  of  bankrupt  which 
is  afterwards  superseded  by  a 
creditor,  is  not  protected  by  s.  87. 
of6.G.4*.  c  16.  from  a  claim  at 
the  suit  of  the  assignees  under  a 
subsequent  commission.  Goulds 
Assignee  of  Serjeant,  Bankrupt, 
V.  Shoyer.  738 

BILL  OF  EXCEPTIONS. 

See  Practicbi  14* 

BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 

See  Pleading,  12. 

The  drawer  of  a  dishonoured  bill 
is  entitled  to  notice  of  dishonour. 


CARRIER. 

although  he  knows  the  bill 
not  be  paid  by  the  acceptor, 
vided  he  has  reason  to  expi 
will  be  paid  by  any  other  pe 
or  has  a  remedy  over  against 
person.    Lqfitte  v.  Siatter. 

Pagi 

A  bill  void  under  the  stock-jot 
act  is  available  in  the  hands 
hondjide  holder  without  nc 
Da^f  V.  Stuart. 

BOTTOMRY. 

The  roaster  of  ^  brig  bound  hii; 
and  the  brig  for  the  repajn 
,of  money  borrowed  to  r£paii 

X  in  a  foreign  port»  with  12 
cent,  bottomry  premium,  i 
days  after  his  arrival  in  Lorn 
The  lender  effected  an  ii 
ance  pn  the  risk,  and  in  the  p< 
described  his  interest  to  b< 
bottomry : 

Held,  that  this  was  not 
toiQry,  and  that  the  misdesi 
tion  was  fatal.    Simonds  ^  L 
V.  Hodgsofl* 

BREACHES,  ASSIGNME] 

OF. 

See  Annuity. 


CARRIER. 

1.  'naintiff  put  on  board  defendi 
barge,  lime,  to  be  conveyed  f 
the  Medvxiy  to  London  .• 

The  master  of  the  barge  d 
ated  unnecessarily  from  the  u 
course,  and  during  the  devia 
«  tempqit  wetted  the  lime, 


COGNOVIT. 


COSTS. 
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the  barge  taking  fire  thereby,  the 
whole  was  lost : 

Held,  that  the  defendant  was 
liable,  and  the  cause  of  loss  suffi- 
ciently proximate  to  entitle  plain- 
tiff to  recover  under  a  declaration 
idleging  the  defendant's  under- 
taking to  carry  the  lime  without 
unnecessary  deviation,  and  aver- 
ring a  loss  by  unnecessary  devi- 
ation. Davisv. Garrett.  PagellS 
2.  Plaintiff  received  a  parcel  from 
6.  to  book  for  London  at  the 
office  of  defendants,  common  car- 
riers. Plaintiff,  instead  of  obeying 
his  instructions,  put  the  parcel 
into  his  bag,  intending  to  take  it 
to  London  himself.  The  defend- 
ants having  lost  the  .bag,  Held, 
that  the  plaintiff  could  not  re- 
cover damages  from  them  in  re- 
spect of  the  parcel.  Miles  v. 
Cattle  and  Another.  743 


CEETIFICATE. 
See  Bankrupt,  S. 

■ 

CLERK  OF  PEACE. 

The  appointment  to  the  office  of 
clerk  of  the  peace  is  in  the  cus' 
tos  rotulorum  of  each  county»  and 
King's  County  in  Ireland  is  not 
an  exception.  Bayley  J.  diss. 
Harding  v.  Pollock  and  Another. 

25 

COGNOVIT. 

In  an  action  on  the  case,  Defendant 
gave  a  cognovit  for  200/.,  with  a 
defeasance  conditioned  for  the 
performance  of  various  matters 
by  a  given  time,  and  performed 


the  matters  (in  part  at  least) 
within  two  months  after  the  time 
stipulated.  Plaintiff  having  is- 
sued execution  on  the  cognovit^ 
the  Court  referred  it  to  the  pro- 
thonotary,  to  see  how  much,  if 
any  thing,  ought  to  be  paid  to 
the  Plaintiff.  Charrington  v. 
Laing.  Page  242 

2.  One  of  two  who  had  been  part- 
ners, having,  after  the  partnership 
was  dissolved,  given,  in  an  action 
against  the  two,  a  cognomt  for 
debt  and  co3ts  as  between  at- 
torney and  client,  without  the 
knowledge  of  bis  Co-defendant, 
the  Court  aet  the  judgment  aside. 
Bathbone  y.  J.  If  D.  Drakeford. 

S75 


CONDITION  PRECEDENT. 
See  Accord  and  Satisv action* 

COSTS. 
See  Practice,  1.   Attornxy,  S* 

1.  Defendant  was  arrested  for  927/. ; 
he  tendered  250/.,  but  did  not 
pay  it  into  court.  An  arbitrator, 
to  whom  the  cause  was  referred, 
awarded  the  Plaintiff  only  £50/. : 
Held,  not  a  case  to  entitle  De- 
fendant to  costs  for  a  malicious 
and  vexatious  arrest.  Sheryaood 
Y.lTayler.  280 

2.  One  of  several  Defendants  m  an 
action  of  debt,  having  pleaded 
bankruptcy,  Plaintiff  entered  a 
noUe  prose§[ui  as  to  him:  Held, 
that  such  Defendant  was  not  en- 
titled tohis  costs  underBEiie.  c.2. 
although  before  plea  the  Plaintiff 

was 
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COSTS. 


was  apprised  of  the  bankruptcy. 
Booth  and  Another  t.  MtdfUeeoat 
and  Others.  Pag9l45. 

3.  D.  having  pvea  a  cogtumit  for 
Sffjl.,  mortgaged  certaia  premises 
■a  a  security  for  the  payment  of 
that  sum,  and  the  costs  of  the 
judgment,  and  all  other  costa  and 
chargefl^rhatsoever  attending  the 
same. 

The  mortgagee  having  levied 
execution,  her  right  to  the  goods 
seised  was  disputed  inan  action  at 
the  suit  of  certain  persons,  who 
cUmed  to  be  assignees  of  7). under 
abankruptcy.  The  mortgagee  foil- 
ed uponafirst  trial,  but  succeeded 
in  a  second,  Z>.  proving  not  to  be 
bankrupt: 

Held  that  the  mortgagee  could 
not  claim  from  0.  the  costsof  this 
action,  as  costs  or  charges  attend- 
ing the  judgment  confessed  by  D. 

2.  D.having  stated  at  the  execu- 
tion that  certain  goods  levied  were 
not  his  property,  and  the  sheriff 
having,  by  inquisition,  ascertained 
thattheywere,thc  mortgagee  was 
holden  entitled  to  claim  ofD.  the 
costs  of  the  inquisition,  if  she  had 
paid  them  to  the  sheriff.  Z>oe  d. 
Holt  and  Others  v.  Roe.        4*7 

4.  Defendant  having  been  arrested 
.    for  1 123/.,  when  the  plaintiK  had 

the  means  of  knowing  that  only 
715/.  was  due,  was  held  intitled 
to  his  costs  under  43  G.3.  c.  46., 
although  the  accounts  between 
PlwDliff  and  Defendant  were 
somewhat  complex.  Forster  and 
Another  r.  Weston.  527 

5.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  a 
malicious  prosecution,  per  quod 
pliuntiff  was  falsely  imprisoned, 


COVENANT. 

one  of  several  defendan 
ing  a  verdict,  is  not  enti 
costs  under  8  &  9  W.  3 
a  verdict  pass  against  tl 
Mttrrag  v.  Nicholt  an. 

;.  Where  there  are  aevera 
ants  who  obtain  a  verd 
rally,  the  coata  of  all 
taxed  at  the  same  time 
they  defend  separate)] 
and  Others,  Assignee*  o 
CampbeUand  Others.  ' 


COVENANT. 

1.  A  covenant  with  a  less 
mtses  in  a  parish,  to  ind< 
parish  against  any  pani 
the  covenantor  may  setl 
valid.  Walth,  Bart.,  an 
Executors  of  Sir  H.  St 
Fviselt. 

2.  A  covenant  not  to  ai 
bond  during  the  lift 
obligor,  and  that  if  any 
whom  the  obligee  aho 
the  bond  should  ret 
principal,  the  obligee  ^ 
the  obligor,  during  hia 
est  on  the  amount  r 
Held,  no  bar  to  an  act 
assignee  of  the  bond  in 
of  the  obligee.    Moriej 

3.  Where  a  lease  of  an 
third  part  of  certain  m 
tained  a  recital  of  an  a 
made  by  the  leasee 
lessor,  and  the  ownei 
other  two  thirds,  foi 
down  an  old  smelting 
buildiug  another    of  I 


COVENANT. 


DEED. 
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mensions,  upon  a  waste  near  the 
mines,  and  the  lease  contained  a 
covenant  to  keep  such  new  mill  in 
repair,  and  so  leave  it  at  the  ex- 
piration of  the  term,  but  did  not 
contain  a  covenant  to  build  it : 
Held,  that  such  a  covenant  was 
to  be  implied,  and  that  the  lessor 
of  the  one  third  might  sue  upon 
it  in  respect  of  his  interest. 

The  lease  contained  a  demise 
of  all  mines  and  minerals  then 
opened  or  discovered,  or  which 
might  during  the  term  be  opened 
or  discovered,  in  or  under  cer- 
tain  moors    and    waste    lands; 
and  also  all  smelting  mills  then 
standing  upon  the  said  lands,  with 
full  liberty  to  sink  shafts  there, 
and  to  build  thereon  any  mills  or 
other    bulidings     requisite    for 
working  the    mines,    habendum 
the  said  demised  premises,  with 
the  appurtenances  for  twenty-one 
years.      The    lessor   afterwards 
granted  his  reversion  of  and  in 
the  said  demised  premises,  with 
the  appurtenances,  to  G.B,  who, 
by  will,  devised  the  same  to  the 
Plaintifis:  Held,  that  the  cove- 
nant to  build  the  new  smelting 
mill  tended  to  the  support  and 
maintenance    of  the   thing  de- 
mised, and  that  the  assignee  of 
the  reversion  might  therefore  sue 
upon  it.     Easterhy  v.    Sampson 
and  Another.  Poge  64-5 

4.  Tenant  for  life,  remainder  over, 
by  indenture  demises  to  lessee, 
his  executors,  &c.,  for  fifteen 
years,  without  any  express  cove- 
nant for  qmet  enjoyment;  lessee 
is  evicted  by  remainder-man  after 
death  of  tenant  for  life,  and  be- 


fore expiration  of  the  fifteen 
years:  Held,  that  lessee  cannot 
maintain  covenant  against  execu- 
tor of  tenant  for  life.  Adams  v^ 
Gibney  and  Others,       Page  656 


DAMAGES. 
See  Assumpsit,  1. 

DEED. 
1.  By  an  agreement  between  De- 
fendants and  their  creditors,  all 
Defendants*  stock  in  'trade  was 
placed  in  the    hands    of   trus- 
tees for  the  benefit  of  the  cre- 
ditors, and  Defendants  were  to 
execute  to  the  tnistees  a  con- 
veyance of  all   their  estate,  in 
which  deed  were  to  be  inserted 
all  other  usual  clauses.  The  trus- 
tees carried  on  Defendants'  busi- 
ness,  and  paid  the  creditors  10^. 
in  the  pound;    they  then  ten- 
dered for  execution  by  Defend- 
ants a  conveyance  of  all  their 
estate,  containing  a  clause  of  re- 
lease, which  the  Defendants  ob- 
jected   to    as    insufficient,    and 
refused  to  execute  the  convey- 
ance :  the  instrument  not  having 
been   executed  by  all  the  cre- 
ditors, a  meeting  at  which  the 
Defendants   were   called  on  to 
execute  was  adjourned,  that  the 
signature  of  every  creditor  might 
be  obtained : 

Held,  that  Plaintifis,  who,  as 
creditors,  were  parties  to  the 
above  agreement,  could  not  sue 
for  their  original  debt,  at  least 
till  the  conveyance,  such  as  it 
was,  had  bden  executed  by  all 

the 
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DfiVlfifE. 
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the  crMitora,  and  refused  by  the 
Defendants.  Tattock  and  Others 
y.  Smith  and  Otheri.  Page  3S9 
2.  Defendant  drew  bilfs,  as  larety, 
for  the  acceptor,  C.  H^  and  it 
was  provided  by  a  deed,  to 
which  Plaintiffy  the  holder  of  the 
billsy  as  well  as  the  Defendant, 
was  a  partyy  that  he  should  not 
sue  Defendant  on  the  bills  till 
C.  i/.'s  effects  should  have  been 
sold,  and  the  proceeds  applied 
ih  dBscharge  of  the  bills. 

C«  H.'s  effects  were  seised, 
and  sold  under  a  commission  of 
bankniptcyy  the  trustee  to  whom 
they  had  been  conveyed  by  the 
deed  in  question  having,  with  the 
knowledge  and  assent  of  the  De- 
fendant, omitted  to  take  posses- 
ttoni  of  them  in  time : 

Held,  that  the  Plaintiff*  was 
n6t  barred  from  suing  the  De- 
fendant on  the  bills?  Lancaster 
and  Another  v.  Harrison.       726 


DEMISE. 
See  LAin>LORD  and  Tekant,  2. 

DEVISE. 

I.  Devise  of  testator's  freehold 
messuages*  stock  in  the  funds, 
money  and  debts,  and  all  shares 
or  property  which  he  might  be 
possessed  of  or  entitled  to,  to 
trustees  and  their  executors,  in 
trust  for  testator's  wife  and 
children,  &c. 

Codicil  devising  testator's  co- 
pyhold to  his  wife  till  the  ex- 
piration of  certain  leases*  and 
after  that  to  be  sold,  and  the  > 


EJECTMENT. 

money  to  be  (daced  ia  tlie 
for  the  benefit  of  testator*! 
dren,  as  direeted  in  the  wiK 
Held,  that  the  trostees 
no  interest  ia  the  copyhold 
that  the  wife's  interest  U 
ated  on  the  expiration  a 
leases.  Chapman  w.  Friekei 
%  Testator,  after  beqoeathin 
cnniary  legaeies  to  hie  chii 
devised  to  his  widow  the  ttl 
his  remaining  properly  ii 
Bank  of  Engiand  or  othe 
and  also  a  freehold  house  ; 
a  freehold  estate  in  A.,  a 
hold  estate  id  JB.,  and  a  I 
hold  estate  in  il«,  with  all 
and  title  to  the  aame:  1 
that  the  widow  took  a  fee  i 
freehold^  and  a  ouatomary  1 
the  copyhold.    Sharp  v.  8 

Pagi 

DISCHARGE. 
See  iNsoLvaKT,  2. 

DISTRESS. 
See  LAmoLORD  and  Tenakt, 

DOWER. 
Adultery  is  a  bar  to  dower 
though  committed  after  the 
band  and  wife  have  separate 
mutual  consent.  Heihrin 
V.  Graham: 


EJECTMENT. 
See  Practice,  IS.  23. 

1.  In  farour  of  a  defendant  in  ej 
ment  who  shewed  no  title  to 

pren 
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premises  sought  to  be  recovered, 
the  Court  would  not  presume  a 
surrender  of  a  mortgage  term  to 
the  owner  of  the  inheritance  from 
the  circumstance,  that  in  1802 
the  Court  of  Chancery  had  de- 
creed a  sale  of  the  mortgaged 
property  for  the  payment  of  the 
money  borrowed,  and  that  some 
sales  had  taken  place  under  the 
decree:  But  the  defendant  had 
not  purchased  the  land  in  ques- 
tion under  the  decree,  and  there 
was  no  evidence  of  any  further 
proceedings  in  chancery.  Doe 
dem,  Hammond  and  Others  v. 
Cooke  and  Another.  Poge  174 
2.  Notice  to  a  weekly  tenant  to 
quit  at  the  end  of  his  tenancy 
next  after  a  week  from  the  date 
of  the  ndtice,  sufficient.  Doe  d. 
Campbell  v.  Scott.  S62 

EVIDENCE. 

See  PleadinO,  7*    Libel,  2. 

1.  One  who  admits  he  is  liable  in 
respect  of  a  claim  on  which  an 
action  is  brought,  is  nevertheless 
incompetent  to  be  a  witnesii  in 
the  action;  for  though  contri- 
bution in  respect  of  the  cidim  ad- 
vanced be  ultimately  against  his 
interest,  he  has  a  stronger  imme- 
diate interest  to  defeat  the  action 
or  lessen  the  damages.  HaU  v. 
Rex.  181 

2.  In  an  action  on  the  case  for  a 
'malicious  prosecution,  the  Plain- 
tiff is  to  give  primdjade  evidence 
of  want  of  probable  cause,  which 
the  Defendant  may  rebut,  if  he 
can,  by  shewing  the  existence  of 
probable  cause. 


Defendant  presented  two  bills 
for  perjury  against  the  Plaintiff, 
but  did  not  appear  himself  before 
the  grand  jury,  and  the  bills  were 
igtiored. 

Hfe  presented  a  third,  and  on 
his  own  testimony  Jjhe  bill  was 
found.  This  prosectition  be  kept 
suspended  for  three  years,  till 
Plaintitf,  taking  the  record  down 
to  trial,  and  Defendant  declinmg 
to  appear  as  a  witness,  althongh 
in  court,  and  called  on>.Flaintiff 
was  acquitted : 

Held,  8u&cient  prim6Jttcie  evi- 
dence of  want  of  probable  cause. 
WUlam  V.  Taj/kr.       Page  183 

3.  An  ancient  statement  concern- 
ing  the  payment  of  the  tithes  of 
a  parish  by  a  modus,  ^gned  by 
the  rector  for  tlie  time  being,  te 
evidence  against  a  succeeding 
rector  as  an  admission  by  his  pre* 
decessor,  although  found  among 
the  title  deeds  of  a  land-owner 
in  the  parish,  and  Mi  in  the 
bishop*s  registry.  Maddiion  r. 
SuttaU.  226 

4.  1.  In  an  action  by  the  assignee 
of  an  insolvent,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  prove  his  petition  to  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Court,  as  part 
of  the  assignee's  title* 

2.  The  insolvent  is  an  incom- 
petent witness  for  the  assignee, 
although  he  be  willing  to  release 
the  surplus  of  his  effects.  Dela* 
fieldf  Assigfiee  of  David  Jomes, 
an  Insolvent^  v.  Freeman*       294< 

5.  Defendants,  A.  and  B^  were 
sued  on  a  bill  of  exchange  ac- 
cepted by  them  while  in  partner- 
ship, B.  pleaded  bankruptcy  and 
certificate,  und  the  Fitiatiff  en- 
tered a  nok  proi*  as  to  hint* 

Having 
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EXECUTION. 


Having  released  his  surplus 
effcctSy  Held,  he  was  a  com- 
petent witness  for  A.  Affdlo  v. 
Fourdrinier*  P^g^  306 

6.  After  the  plaintiff  has  proved, 
by  witnesses,  a  case  of  implied 
or  oral  contract,  he  cannot  be 
nonsuited  by  the  Defendant's 
producing  an  unstamped  written 
instrument  purporting  to  contain 
the  terms  of  the  contract.  Fielder 
w.  Ray.  332 

7.  A  remainder-man  after  a  tenant 
in  tail  is  not  a  competent  witness 

.    for  the  tenant  in  tail,  in  ejectment 

for  the  entailed  property.    Doe 

,    d.  Lord  Teynham  v.  Tyler.   390 

8.  The  Court  will  not  take  judicial 
notice  of  the  sheriff's  book.  Rus- 
uU  V.  Dickson,  442 

9.  Plaintiff's  witness  proved  an  ac- 
knowledgment by  the  Defendant, 

.  that  he  held  under  T.,  and  stated 
that  he,  witness,  had  drawn  an 
agreement  touching  the  premises 
between  Plaintiff  and  T. : 

Held,  that  Plaintiff  was  bound 
to  produce  the  writing.  Fenn  d. 
T.  Thomas  v.  Griffith  and  An- 

.    other.  533 

10.  In  a  suit  touching  the  validity 
of  a  parish  rate,  the  Plaintiff  is 
entitled  .to  inspect  the  parish 
books  without  paying  any  costs. 

.    NewM  v.  Simpkin  and  Others. 

565 

.11.  Plabtiff  declared  on  an  agree- 

.    ment  to  employ  him  at  the  end  of 
a  year. 

Defendant  pleaded  the  general 

'  issue,  and  that  there  was  no  me- 
morandum in  writing  of  the  agree- 
ment, as  required  by  the  statute 
of  frauds.  Plaintiff  replied,  that 
there  was  such  a  writing : 


Held,  he  was  bound  to 

an  inspection  of  it  by  Defc 

although  it  consisted  onlj 

letter  from   Defendant's 
Blofrg  V.  Kent.  Pag 

12.  Where  a  witness   rema' 

court  after  an  order  for  wit 

on  both  sides  to  withdraw,  i 

in  the  discretion  of  the  J 

whether  such   witness  shi 

heard ;  except  in  the  exch< 

where    he  is    peremptorii; 

eluded.     Parker' Y.  M'W\ 


EXECUTION. 
See  Landlord  and  Tenan 

A  Sheriff's  officer,  at  the  re 

of  U.y  against  whom  he  h 

execute  a  ji.  fo.^  continu 

possession  of  the  effects  \\ 

and  carried  on  the  businesi 

farm  for  V.  during  three  ra€ 

an  action  was  then  brougl 

the  sheriff,  and  judgment  obt 

against  a  purchaser  of  V:%  c 

&c,  upon  which  a  balano 

mained  in  favour  of  U.  afle 

fraying  the  amount  to  be  I 

against    I/.,  and  the  attei 

expenses.    The  sheriff  havii 

his  return  taken  credit  foi 

expenses  in  carrying  on  the  i 

and  having  afterwards,  by  h 

admitted  the  sum  recovered 

the  purchaser  of  the  crops, 

out  repudiating  the   condu 

the  officer:   Held,  that  he, 

not  his  officer,  was  liable  foi 

balance  to    (/.,   notwithstar 

the  officer  had  managed  the 

at  17. 's  request.    Underhill  \ 

T.  Wilson,  Bart. 


FRAUDS,  STATUTE  OF. 


GUARANTY. 
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FINE  AND  RECOVERY. 

1.  Fine  permitted  to  pass  as  of  a  term 
twenty-two  years  previous,  upon 
payment  of  the  king's  silver,  all 
surviving  parties  interested  con- 
senting, upon  its  being  shewn, 
that,  unknown  to  the  parties,  the 
clerk  instructed  to  pass  it  had 
absconded  with  money  intrusted 
to  him  for  payment  of  the  king's 
silver,  when  that  payment  alone 
was  wanting  to  complete  the  fine. 
Ash  and  Wife  and  Watts^  Connu- 
sors ;  Gye^  Connusee.    Page  275 

2.  Scotch  fine.     Had^s  Fine.    353 


FIXTURES. 
5^  Landlord  and  Tenant,  3. 


FRAUDS,   STATUTE  OF. 

1.  The  Plaintiff,  an  occupier  of 
land,  at  the  request  of  the  De- 
fendant, and  upon  a  promise  of 
indemnity,  resisted  a  suit  of  the 
vicar  for  tithes :  Held,  that  this 
was  not  a  promise  required  by 
the  statute  of  frauds  to  be  in 
writing. 

2.  The  vicar  having  succeeded  in 
the  suit.  Plaintiff's  attorney  paid 
the  vicar  the  costs  recovered  from 
the  Plaintiff  The  Plaintiff  gave 
his  attorney  a  promissory  note  for 
the  amount,  and  before  the  pro- 
missory note  became  due,  sued 
the  Defendant :  Held  to  be  suf- 
ficient proof  of  an  allegation  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  paid  the  vicar's 
costs.    Adams  v.  Damey,      506 

Vol.  VI. 


FREIGHT. 

Tlie  Plaintiff,  by  charter-party, 
agreed  with  G.  to  convey  com  at 
4i.  6^.  a  quarter.  G.  made  a 
sub-charter  with  S.,  who  con- 
signed com  to  the  Defendants 
under  the  bills  of  lading,  by  which 
they  were  to  pay  6«.  a  quarter 
freight,  and  gave  them  notice  to 
retain  Is.  6d.  a  quarter  for  him : 
The  Plaintiff  having  sued  for 
freight  at  6^.  a  quarter:  Held, 
he  was  entitled  to  recover  only 
^.6d.  MUchensonv.Begbieand 
Others.  Page  190 


GUARANTY. 


In  April  1825,  Defendant  guaran- 
teed the  payment  of  money  due 
from  his  son  to  the  plaintiff  upon 
a  sale  of  timber.  The  Plahitiff 
received  part  pajrment  of  the  son, 
and  made  repeated  unsuccessful 
applications  to  him  for  the  re- 
sidue till  December  1827,  when 
the  son  became  bankrupt.  The 
Plaintiff  never  disclosed  to  the . 
Defendant  the  issue  of  these  ap« 
plications,  but  in  December  1827 
sued  him  on  his  guaranty :  Held, 
that  the  defendant  was  not  dis- 
charged by  the  time  that  had 
elapsed,  nor  by  want  of  notice  of 
the  applications  made  to  his  son. 
Goring  v.  Edmonds.  9* 

2.  ''  I  agree  to  be  security  to  you 
for  J.  C.  late  in  the  employ  of 
J.  P.  for  whatever  you  may  en- 
trust him  with  while  in  your  em- 
ployi  to  the  amount  of  50/.:" 

S  I  Held, 
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INSOLVENT. 


INTEREST. 


Held,  that  the  consideration  for 
theguarantysufficientlyappeared. 
NemburyY. Armstrong*  Page^l 

S.  *^  I  do  hereby  agree  to  guarantee 
the  pajrment  of  goods  to  be  de- 
livered in  umbrellas  and  parasols 
to  «/•  and  E*  A.  S.f  according  to 
the  custom  of  their  trading  with 
you,  in  die  sum  of  200i:i  Held, 
a  continuing  guaranty/  Har- 
greave  v.  Smee.  244 

4.  *'  I  hereby  agree  to  be  answer- 
able to  K.  for  the  amount  of 
five  sacks  of  flour,  to  oe  de- 
livered to  T«,  payable  in  one 
month. 

Nov.  18.  T.  G." 

Held  to  be  a  guaranty  for  flour, 
not  exceeding  five  sacks  de- 
livered at  one  time,  and  not  a 
continuing  guaranty  for  parcels 
delivered  at  various  subsequent 
periods,  though  not  exceeding  in 
the  whole  five  sacks.  Kai^  v. 
Groves*  276 


INDEMNITY. 
See  Practice,  18. 

•INSOLVENT. 

See  EviBKNCB,  4.    Trespass,  1. 
Practice,  15. 

1.  A  pajrment  by  an  insolvent  to  a 
creditor  within  three  months  be- 
fore the  insolvent's  imprisonment, 
is  void  under  7  G.  4.  c.  57*  §  32., 
although  the  word  pai/  is  not 
employed  in  that  section.  Her- 
bert 9  Assignee  of  Knight  ^  v.  Wilcox. 

203 

2.  An  insolvent  is  not  exonerated 

from  damages  unascertained  at 


the  time  of  his  discharge^althc 
the  action  in  which  they 
sought  to  be  recovered  was  < 
menced,  and  judgment  by  del 
suffered  prior  to  his  first 
prisonment.      Wilmer   v.  W 

Page 
S.  A  warrant  of  attorney  givei 
a  particular  creditor  by  one 
at  the  time  intends  to  take 
benefit  of  the  insolvent  debi 
act,  is  a  charge  on  property  < 
transfer  of  it  by  assignment  ^ 
in  the  thirty-second  sectioi 
7  G.4.  c.  57*  Sharpe  and  Anot 
Assignees  of  Harris  an  Insoh 
V.  Thomas. 

4.  The  sixteenth  section  of 
7  G.  4.  C.57.,  which  declares  thi 
shall  bcrlawful  for  the  provisii 
assignee  of  the  Insolvent  Debt 
Court  to  sue  in  his  own  name 
the  effects  of  insolvents,  if 
Court  shall  so  order,  is  only 
firmative  of  the  provisional  as 
nee's  right,  and  he  may  sue  1 
or  without  such  order.  Da\ 
provisional  Assignee  of  Shepk 
an  Insolvent^  v.  Wyatt. 

5.  A  prisoner  in  custody  for  d< 
exceeding  30(tf.  is  liable  to 
brought  up  under  the  compuh 
clause  of  the  Lords'  act.  i 
mersky  v.  Bousfield. 

INTEREST. 

Defendants  bound  themselves 
deed  to  pay  150tf.  to  be 
livered  to  R.D*  in  goods, 
three  pajrments  of  500^.  eacl 
three,  five,  and  seven  mom 
Held,  that  the  instrument  did 
carry  interest.  Foster  and  at 
V.  Weston. 

JOI 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 
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JOINT  STOCK  COMPANY. 

A  prospectus  was  issued  for  a  dis* 
tiller}'  compauy  with  a  capital  of 
600,00(V.  and  12,000  shares,  and 
to  be  conducted  pursuant  to  the 
terms  of  a  deed  to  be  drawn  up. 
All  persons  who  did  not  execute 
the  deed,  within  30  days  afler  it 
was  ready,  were  to  forfeit  all  in- 
terest in  the  concern.  No  more 
thanTiSGO'shares  were  ever  al- 
lotted; only  2,300  persons  paid 
tbe  first  deposit;  only  1,106 
the  second,  and  only  65  signed 
the  deed ;  and  the  directors,  after 
the  time  for  paying  the  second 
instalment  had  elapsed,  adver- 
tised that  persons  who  had  omitted 
to  pay  had  forfeited  their  interest 
in  tbe  concera. 

Held,  that  an  application  for 
shares,  and  payment  of  the  first 
deposit,  did  not  constitute  a  part- 
ner one  who  had  not  otherwise 
interfered  in  die  concern,  and 
that  the  insertion  of  his  name  by 
the  secretary  of  the  company  in 
a  book  containing  a  list  of  sub- 
scribers,  was  not  a  holding  out 
■  partner.     Fox  t.  Clifton  and 


Oihen. 


776 


JUDGMENT. 
SmPracticb,  17. 


LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 


1.  It  was  sUted  in  a  special  verdict, 
that  by  an  indenture,  A.  demised 


to  B.  all  that  wharf  next  the  river 
Thamet  described  by  abutments, 
together  with  all  ways,  paths, 
passages,  easements,  profits, 
commodities,  and  appurtenances 
whatsaever  to  the  said  wharf 
belonging;  and  that  by  die  in- 
denture the  exclusive  use  of  the 
land  of  the  river  Tkamei  oppoaite 
to  and  in  front  of  the  wharf,  be- 
tween high  and  low  water  mark, 
as  well  when  covered  with  wato-, 
as  dry,  for  the  accommodation  of 
the  tenants  of  the  wharf,  was 
denused  as  ^purteoant  to  the 
wharf,  but  that  the  hud  itself 
between  high  and  low  water 
mark  was  not  demised : 

Held,  that  the  leaaor  could  not 
distrain,  for  rent  in  arrear,  barges, 
the  property  of  ^.|  lying  in  the 
space  between  high  and  low  water 
mark,  and  attached  to  the  wharf 
by  ropes.  Capd  and  Anotker  ▼. 
BuMxard  and  Others,  Aitignea  of 
Janet  and  Another,  BanJtmpU, 
Page  ISO 

2.  1.  Agreement  for  a  lease,  with 
stipulation  for  the  leswe  to  com- 
mence with  laying  out  a  coo- 
siderable  sum  on  the  premises, 
(the  lease  to  contain  certain  spe- 
cified covenants,)  "  and  in  the 
mean  time,  and  until  such  lease 
shall  be  executed,  to  pay  rent,' 
and  to  hold  the  saifie  premises, 
Buhject  to  the  covenants  above 
mentioned ;" 

Held,  to  amount  to  an  actual 
demise. 

2.  Use  and  occupation  lies  for 
constructive  as  well  as  actual  oc- 
cupation. Pinero,  one,  Sfc  v. 
Juditm  and  Another.  206 

3.  A  pump  erected  by  a  tenant 

312  during 
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LIBEL. 


during  his  term,  and  slightly 
affixed  to  the  freehold,  is  remov- 
able as  a  tenant's  fixture.  Grymes 
V.  Baweren,  Page^Sl 

4.  A  landlord,  who  seizes  his  te- 
nant's goods  under  an  execution, 
the  proceeds  of  which  he  is  ob- 
Kged  to  refund  to  the  assignees 
of  the  tenant  under  7  G.4.  c.57. 

-  f  •  34.  cannot  retain  against  the 
assignees  the  amount  of  a  year's 
rent  under  the  8  Ann.  c.  14.  #.1. 
Taylor  and  Another^  Assignees 
etc.  ▼.  Lanyon.  536 

5.  L  Where  the  lessor  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, upon  affidavit  that  a  tenancy 

'  under  a  written  instrument  has 
been  duly  determined,  moves 
that  the  Defendant  may  give  se- 
curity for  costs,  a  subsequent 
retaking,  if  an  answer  to  the  mo- 
tion, must  be  alleged  with  parti- 
cularity and  precision. 

2.  A  notice  on  the  28th  of 
September^  to  quit  on  the  ensuing 
25th  of  March,  is  a  sufficient  half- 
year's  notice  to  quit.  Roe  d,  Du* 
rani  v.  Doe,  574 

6.  A  mortgagee  is  not  permitted, 
under  II  G.  2.  c.  19.,  to  come  in 
and  defend  as  landlord  in  eject- 
ment, unless  he  be  interested  in 

'  the  result  of  the  suit.  Doe  d, 
Pearson  v»  Roe.  613 

7.  Plaintiff  being  about  to  take  an 
apartment  of  Defendant's  tenant, 
Defendant  promised  Plaintiff 
never  to  trouble  him  or  his  pro- 
perty so  long  as  he  paid  the 
tenant  the  rent  of  the  apartment. 

The  Plaintiff  paid  the  rent  up 
to  a  certain  period,  and  had  made 
a  tender  of  the  residue  remaining 
due,  when  the  Defendant,  who 
had  received  no  notice  of  the 


tender,  distrained  Plaintiff's  g 
for  rent  due  fronn  the  tenai 
Defendant : 

Held,  that  his  right  to  disi 
was  not  barred.     Welsh  v.  R 

Page 

LIBEL. 

1.  1.  A  statement  in  a  newspap4 
the  circumstances  of  a  cause  I 
in  a  court  of  justice,  given  as  i 
the  mouth  of  counsel,  instea 
being  accompanied  or  corre 
by  the  evidence,  is  not  such  f 
port  of  the  proceedings  of  a  c 
of  justice,  as  a  newspaper  is 
vileged  to  publish. 

2.  In  mitigation  of  dama 
the  Defendant  was  allowed  ui 
the  general  issue  to  shew  tha 
copied  this  statement  from 
other  newspaper,  but  was 
allowed  to  shew  that  it  had 
peared  concurrendy  in  sev 
other  newspapers.  Sounder 
Mills. 

2.  1.  It  is  a  libel  to  publish  i 
newspaper  a  story  of  an  indivii 
calculated  to  render  him  1 
crous,  although  he  may  have 
the  same  story  of  himself. 

2.  Proof  that  the  Defem 
accounted  for  the  stamp-di 
of  the  paper  in  question,  is  p 
of  publication.     Cook  v.  Wat 

3.  1.  The  declaration  alle; 
that  the  Plaintiff  had  been 
pointed  as  surveyor  of  a  c 
pany  or  society,  called  ** 
New  England  Company ;" 
had  been  employed  by  thei 
such :  and  that  Defendant  lib< 
him  in  his  employment : 

I 


i 


LIMITATIONS,  STATUTE  OF. 
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Held,  that  it  was  not  necessaty 
to  allege,  with  extreme  precision, 
the  description  of  the  company, 
or  to  prove  the  Plaintiff's  ap- 
pointment, the  libel  being  al- 
leged of  the  Plaintiff  in  his  em- 
ployment. 

2.  The  libel  charged  Plaintiff 
with  being  the  most  artful  scoun> 
drel  that  ever  existed,  and  with 
being  insolvent ;  but  the  writer 
added,  that  he  had  never  dis- 
closed the  matter,  nor  ever  would, 
except  to  the  person  whom  he 
addressed  and  his  friend.  This 
latter  assertion  was  omitted  in  the 
declaration : 

Held,  that  the  omission  was 
not  material.  Rutherford  v. 
Evans.  Page  451 

4. 1.  Defendant  being  a  competitor 
with  Plaintiffs  for  a  contract  with 
the  navy  board  for  African  timber, 
the  Plaintiffs  obtained  the  con- 
tract ;  the  Defendant  then  agreed 
to  supply  the  Plaintiffs  with  a 
portion  of  the  timber,  and  made 
no  objection  to  taking  their  bills 
in  payment ;  this  agreement,  bow- 
ever,  having  been  rescinded  on  a 
disagreement  as  to  the  terms,  the 
Defendant  wrote  to  a  merchant  at 
Sierra  Leone,  who  was  to  supply 
the  timber  in  question,  and  of 
whom  the  Defendant  was  a  cre- 
ditor and  the  sole  correspondent 
in  London,  a  letter,  reflecting 
deeply  on  Plaintiffs'  mercantile 
character,  and  putting  the  mer-  , 
chant  on  his  guard  against  them, 
for  which,  as  a  libel,  the  Plaintiffs 
brought  an  action.  The  jury 
having  found  for  the  Defendant, 
the  Court  granted  a  new  trial. 
S.  The  transmission  of  the  let- 


ter by  Defendant  to  his  corre- 
spondent held  a  sufficient  publi- 
cation by  Defendaot.  Ward  and 
Another  v.  Smith.  Page  749 

LIMITATION  OF  ACTION. 

By  the  Brighton  improvement 
act,  actions  for  any  injury  done 
by  the  comroissionera  under  the 
act,  are  to  be  brought  within  ux 
months  afler  the  thing  done. 

The  Defendants,  proceeding 
under  that  act  to  dig  a  sewer, 
cracked  the  walls  of  the  Plaindffa 
house : 

Held,  that  the  PlaintiS^s  right 
of  action  was  limited  to  six  montlu 
afler  the  day  on  which  the  crack 
was  occasioned,  and  did  not  con- 
tinue for  as  long  a  time  as  the 
crack  continued.  Uoyd  i,  Wig- 
ney  and  Others.  489 

LIMITATIONS,  STATUTEOF. 

1.  Plaintiff  sued  in  Hilary  term, 
1829,  on  a  debt  which  accrued 
more  than  six  yearsbefore:  Held, 
tliat  the  9  G.  4.  c.  14.,' which  came 
into  operation  on  the  1st  January 
1829,  precluded  him  from  re- 
covering on  an  oral  promise  to 
pay  the  debt,  made  by  defendant 
in  February  1828-  Toaler  v. 
Chatterton.  258 

2.  "  naintifl"8  claim,  with  that  of 
others,  shall  receive  that  atten- 
tion thai,  as  an  honourable  man, 
I  consider  them  to  deserve,  and 
it  is  my  intention  to  pay  them; 
but  I  must  be  allowed  time  to 
arrange  my  affairs,  and  if  I  am 
proceeded  against,  any  exertion 
of  mine  will  be  rendered  abor- 
tive :" 

313  Held, 


BSD         MAGISTRATES. 

Held,  not  an  unqaatified  ac- 
knoffledgment  from  which  the 
court  could  imply  a  luffident 
promjie  to  pay  to  take  a  case 
out  of  the  statute  of  llmitationB. 
Fearn  v.  Lewis.  Fage  349 

LIQUIDATED  DAMAGES. 
See  Cognovit,  1. 

Xjquidated  damages  cannot  be  re- 
•erved  on  an  agreement  containiog 
various  atipulatiooB,  of  various 
degrees  of  importance,  unlera  the 
agreement  specify  the  particular 
stipulation  or  stipulations  to  which 
the  liquidated  damages  are  to  be 
confined.    Kemble  v.  Farren. 


MAGISTRATES. 

DefMidant,  as  a  magistrate,  com- 
nutted  to  prison  as  a  felon,  the 
plainti^  BgaioBt  whom  a  charge 
had  been  made  of  maliciously 
cutting  dovn  a  tree  on  premises 
in  bis  occupation,  tbe  property 
of  A.  B.I  Held,  that  defendant 
was  not  liable  to  aoaction.  M^ 
V.  OMett,  Clerk.  85 

MEMORANDA. 
PagCM  200.  M8.  481.  802. 

MODUS. 
See  Evidence,  3. 

MORTGAGE. 
See  Costs,  3.    Landlord  &  Tb- 


NEW  TRIAL. 

The  Court  will  not  grant  s  ne 
on  the  ground  that  eviden 
been  adinitted  which  ouj 
have  been  rejected,  if,  exA 
of  such  evidence,  there  be  e 
to  warrant  the  finding  of  thi 
Doe.  d.  Lord  Teynham  v. 

2.  The  plaintiff  having  been  no 
ed  in  consequence  of  the  ac< 
tal  absence  of  a  witness  whi 
bad  iubpcenaed,  the  Courtsel 
the  nonsuit,  end  granted  i 
trial,  on  payment  of  < 
although  it  was  objected,  ths 
nonsuit  not  having  been 
casioned  by  any  miscoDdu 
the  part  of  the  Defradan 
was  entitled  to  retain  his  , 
meot.    ShiilitQ  v.  Theed. 

NOTICE  TO  QUIT. 
See  Ejectment,  S. 


OUTSTANDING  TERfl 
See  Ejectment,  J. 


PLEADING. 

See  Anmuitv  1.  Libkl,  3,  f 

TICK,  20.   Cakbibb,  1. 

1.  Where  a  verdict  was  talie 

consent  on  two  counts,  the  C 

on  the  application  of  the  Fla 

amended  the  postea,  by  ent 

tlic  verdict  on  one,  (towhici 

evidence  applied,)  althoug] 

J 


PLEADING. 
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Judge  who  presided  at  the  trial 
declined  to  interfere.     Herdy  v. 
the   Mayor  and   Corporation  of 
Lyme  Regis.  Poge  100 

2.  Avowry  for  rent  due  from  Plain- 
tiff, as  tenant  of  premises  to 
avowant,  under  a  demise  before 
then  made,  at  the  yearly  rent  of 
170^.: 

Held,  not  supported  by  proof  of 
a  conveyance  to  avowant,  to  which 
three  trustees,  the  lessors,  were 
parties,  but  which  was  executed 
by  only  two  of  them.  Pkilpoit  v. 
Dobbinson.  104* 

3.  It  is  a  fatal  variance  to  describe 
a  bond,  conditioned  for  payment 
by  A.y  B.y  and  C,  as  a  bond 
conditioned  for  payment  by  A.j 
B,f  and  X).,  although  the  bond  be 
several  as  well  as  joint,  and  the 
action  be  broiight  against  A. 
severally.  Adams  and  Others  y, 
Bateson.  1 10. 

4.  The  Court  will  not  allow  a  party 
to  plead  in  assumpsit  matter  which 
may  be  given  in  evidence  under 
the  general  issue,  unless  the  plea 
be  simple,  and  not  likely  to  per- 
plex the  Plaintiff.  Hammond  v. 
Teague.  197. 

5.  An  assistant  overseer,  appointed 
under  the  59  G.  3.  c.  12.,  and 
having,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  the 
poor  rate  in  his  custody,  is  liable 
to  a  penalty  for  refusing  to  pro- 
duce it  to  an  inhabitant  when 
lawfully  demanded,  according  to 
the  17  G.  2.  c-  3. 

2.  The  declaration  alleged  that 
Defendant  was  assistant  overseer; 
that  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the 
poor  was  made  and  duly  allowed  : 
and  although  Defendant,  as  such 


assistant  overseer,  had  the  rate 
in  his  possession,  and  although 
Pliuntiff,  at  a  reasonable  time,  de- 
manded an  inspection  of  it|  and 
tendered  Is.,  yet  Defendant  re- 
fused to  produce  it,  whereby  he 
forfeited  20/. : 

Held,  on  motion  in  arrest  of  judg- 
ment, that  the  count  wassufficient ; 
for  if  the  Defendant  had  the  rate 
in  his  custody  (u  assistant  overseer, 
it  might  be  presumed  that  it  was 
his  duty  to  produce  it  when  law- 
fully demanded.  Edvoardi  v. 
Bennett.  230 

6.  Libel.  Defendant  published  that 
Plaintiff,  a  proctor,  had  been  sus- 
pended three  times,  per  quod  his 
neighbours  were  led  to  think  he 
had  been  guilty  of  extortion. 
Plea,  that  he  had  been  suspended 
once  for  extortion:  Held  ill. 
Clarkson  v.  Latoson.  266 

?•  Declaration,  that  Plaintiff,  at  the 
request  of  Defendant,  and  upon 
Defendant's  undertaking  to  in- 
demnify, defended  an  action  for 
the  recovery  of  money  in  which 
Defendant  claimed  an  interest; 
that  judgment  was  given  against 
Plaintiff  for  42/. ;  and  that  he  waa 
imprisoned,  and  paid  the  money 
under  a  ca,  sa.  •* 

Held,  that  he  might  recover 
against  defendant  this  sum  under 
this  count,  upon  proof  of  the 
judgment,  without  proof  of  the 
capias:  or  even  on  a  count  for 
money  paid  to  Defendant's  use ; 
the  Defendant  having  taken  out 
a  summons  to  be  permitted  to. 
pay  such  sum  in  discharge  of 
Plaintiff's  demand.  Held,  also, 
that  the  above  special  count  did 
314  not 
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not  disclose  a  contract  void  on 
account  of  maintenance.  IVil- 
Uanuon  v.  Henley,        Page  299 

8.  Defendant  took  Plaintiff  b;  mis- 
take, under  a  bail  recognizance, 
entered  into  by  a  person  of  the 
same  namci  and  upon  discover- 
ing the  mistake,  discharged  him 
after  some  little  delay  ;  Defend- 
8Dt  having  then  pleaded  the  re- 
cc^izance  in  bar  to  an  action  of 
trespass  brought  by  the  Plaintiff 
for  the  imprisonment,  the  Court 
refused  to  strike  out  the  plea. 
M'  Crandle  v.Barwise  and  Another 

429 

9.  De&ndanttoldy.  P.  thatcertain 
oranges  of  J.  P,'s  would  not  have 
EoldsoillifPlaintiffhadnot,  be- 
fore the  sole,  propagated  a  report 
that  there  vierc  three  or  four 
cargoes  of  oranges  then  coming 
to  market;  whereupon  J.  P. 
discontinued  employing  thePlain- 
tiffashe  had  before  been  wont; 

Plaintiff  thereupon  sued  De- 
fendant forinjuringhim.bystating 
that  Plaintiff  had  caused  the  loss 
on  J.  P.'a  oranges,  by  propagating 
a  report  that  he  {Plaintiff' )  had 
three  or  four  cargoes  of  oranges 
coming  to  market : 

Held  a  fatal  variance. 
Woodt.  Adam.  481 

10.  Trespass  for  breaking  a  close 
called  LoT^t  Leys.  Plea,  right 
on  Brockeridge  Common,  and  that 
Lord's  Leys  was  part  of  the  com- 
mon. [Replication,  no  right  on 
Lord's  Leys. 

At  the  trial.  Plaintiff  admitted 
that  Defendant  had  a  right  on  all 
Brockeridge  Common  except  the 
portion  called  Lord's  Leys,  faid 
Defendant  admitted  he  had  no 


evidence  of  any  exercis 

right  on  Lord's  Leyt  t 

Heldtthatupon  Uiese[ 
and  edmissions,  Plaiatiff' 
titled  to  judgment.  M> 
Martin,  I 

1 1 .  Declaration,  that  Defeot 
libelled  Haintiff,  a  proctor 
lishing  that  he  had  been  su 
three  times. 

Plea,  as  to  one  of  the  s 
pensions,  that  plaintiff  \a 
once  suspended  by  Sir  J. 

Held,  that  the  libellous 
was  thus  divisible,  and  I 
an  answer  as  to  part.  Cla. 
LatMon. 

12.  Averment,  that  Defenc 
cepteda  bill,  sufficient  on 
demurrer,  although  the 
1  &i  Geo.  4^  requires  an 
ance  in  writing.  Choi 
jinother  v.  Belshaw. 

13.  A  general  plea  of  banl 
under  the  statute,  ought 
sue  the  terms  of  the  statu 
conclude  to  the  country. 
V.  Garrett. 

POSTEA. 

1.  Plaintiffs,  as  owners  o: 
suages  in  a  chapelry,  all 
right  to  appoint  a  curate  ii 
of  their  being  charged  a 
for  the  repair  of  the  chap< 

The  proof  being,  th. 
chapel  was  repaired  out 
poor.rate,  Held,  that  the 
tion  was  not  sustained. 

2.  Where  tbe  point  is  resei 
the  trial,  a  nonsuit  may  be  t 
on  issues  found  for  the  P 
notwithstanding  there  be 
on  the  same  r{K:ord  found 

Deft 


Defendant.    Shepherd  and  Othert 

V.  Bishop  of  Chetier  and  Others. 

Page  iS5 

POWER. 

Where  A.  B.,  seised  in  Tee  of  one 
moiety  of  certain  preniiees  in  the 
county  of  S.,  and  tenant  for  life, 
with  pover  of  appointment  by 
deed  or  will,  of  the  other  moiety, 
devised  as  follows  :  — 

"  I  will  give  and  devise  all  ray 
freehold  estates  in  L.  and  county 
of  S.,  or  elsewhere,  to  ray  nephew 
J,  R.  for  life,  on  condition  that, 
out  of  the  rents  thereof,  he  do 
from  time  to  time  keep  such 
estates  in  repair ; " —  Held,  that 
this  did  not  operate  as  an  exe- 
cution of  the  power,  but  passed 
that  moiety  only  of  which  testator 
was  seised  in  fee.  Denn  dent, 
Noviell  V.  Roake.  175 


See  Flbadino,  1.  8.    Exicdtiom. 
Bail,  3.    VENtre. 

1.  Where  a  rule  for  judgment,  as  in 
case  of  a  nonsuit,  is  discharged 
upon  a  peremptory  undertaking, 
costs  incurred  at  the  sittings,  in 
consequence  of  notice  of  trial,  are 
not  allowed,  unless  mentioned  in 
the  rule.  Partington  y.Wyatl.ll I 

1.  Service  of  a  writ  directed  to  the 

chamberlain  of  Chetterii  irregular 

without  his  mandate  to  the  sheriff. 

Earl  of  Shrewsbury  v.  Hajfcrqfi. 

19* 

S.  Members  of  a  corporation  may 
be  bail  in  error  for  the  corpor- 
tioa.  Henley  t.  Mayor  and  Bur- 
gjenei  iff  Lyme  Regit,  1 95 


4.  Where  an  affidavit  is  sworn  by 
two  deponents,  the  names  of  botil 
must  be  specified  in  the  jurat. 
Houlden  v.  Fasson.        Page  236 

5.  A  new  rule  to  plead  must  be~ 
given  afler  amendment  of  the 
declaration,  although  the  amend- 
ment be  on  payment  of  costs. 
Addis  v.  Thomas.  SS6 

6.  Where  the  Defendant  died  before 
the  application,  the  Court  refused 
to  amend  a  jf.  Ja.  by  inserting 
the  testatum  clause.  Phillips  v. 
Tanner.  237 

7.  Affidavit  "  that  Defendant  was 
indebted  to  Plaintiff  on  a  bill 
drawn  by  M.  D.  upon  and  a^ 
cepted  by  Defendant  and  indorsed 
by  M.  D.  to  Plaintiff"  (without 
saying  that  the  hill  was  drawn 
payable  to  order):  HeId,Buffictent 
to  hold  Defendant  to  bail. 
Hughes  V.  Brett.  239 

8.  where  added  bail  are,  upon  a 
discovery  made  subsequently  to 
their  allowance,  rejected  by  the 
Court,  the  bail  below  (theirnames 
remaining  on  the  recognizance) 
are.  before  the  r^ection  of  the 
bail  above,  competent  to  render 
the  Defendant.  Rtx  v.  The 
Sherif of  Middlesex  (in  the  cause 
of  Logan  T.  Louel).  251 

9.  The  process  in  yuare  impedit  Is 
by  summons,  attachment,  and 
great  distress ;  therefore,  where 
Plaintiff  proceeded  by  summons, 
to  which  nihil  was  returned ;  then 
by  attachment,  which  recited  that 
the  Defendant  had  been  sum- 
moned ;  and  then  by  distringas, 
under  which  the  sheriff  was 
ordered  to  levy  4ftf. ;  the  (woceed- 
ings  were  held  (o  be  irregular. 
Sir  J.  Tyrett,  Bart.  v.  J.  T.  Jen- 
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ner,  sued  with  the  late  Archbishop 
of  CanUftury.  Page  28S 

la  The  Plaintiff,  in  an  action 
against  the  acceptor  of  a  bill  of 
exchange^  being  called  on  by  rule 
to  deliver  up  the  bill  on  payment 
of  debt  and  costs,  was*  by  delivery 
of  the  iDstrument,  holden  to  have 
complied  with  the  rule,  although 
he  had  rendered  it  a  nullity  by 
considerable  erasures.  TomUns 
V.  Lawrence.  S76 

11.  Writ  returnable  the  Sd  of  No- 
vember instead  of  "  the  morrow 
of  AU Souls" quashed  for  irregu- 
larity.    Houlden  v.  Fasson.    424 

12.  Return  ^' next  o^er  fifteen  days 
of  iSSf.Hffary/' irregular.  Adcock 
V.  Felion.  441 

IS.  The  lessor  of  the  Plaintiff  having 
brought  three  ejectments  in  the 
Court  of  K.  B.  for  the  same  pro- 
perty, that  Court  staid  the  pro- 
ceedings in  two,  and  compelled 
the  Plaintiff  to  confine  himself  to 
one  upon  certain  terms  which 
rendered  it  probable  that  in  the 
event  he  would  have  to  pay  the 
costs ;  whereupon  he  brought  an 
ejectment  for  the  same  property 
in  this  Court.  Proceedings  therein 
were  staid.  Doe  dem.  Cartherv 
and  Others  v.  Brenton,  469 

14.  The  Defendant  sent  the  Plain- 
tiff a  copy  of  a  bill  of  exceptions, 
in  order  to  his  concurring  in  the 
statement  of  facts,  and,  at  the 
same  time,  sued  out  a  writ  of 
error:  Held,  that  the  Plaintiff 
had  no  right  to  retain  the  bill  of 
exceptions,in  order  to  frustrate  it, 
on  the  ground  that  the  Defendant 
had  waived  it  by  suing  out  a  writ 
of  error.     WUlans  v.  Taylor. 

512' 
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15.  The  decirion  of  a  judge  of  a 
in  remanding  a  prisoner  u 
the  Lords'  act  is  final  up  to 
time.  Briggs  v.  Sharp.  Page 

16.  Plaintiff  had  sued  Defen 
for  negligence,  per  quod  Pla 
became  liable  to  pay  certain  si 
and  lost  the  custom  of  A., 
and  C 

The  cause  was  referred 
an  order  of   N.  P.,  by 
Plaintiff  was     precluded 
bringing  any  new  action, 
arbitrator  made  an  award  in  fa 
of  Plaintiff,  who  nevertheless  i 
Defendant  again,  the  new  de< 
ation  differing  from  the  old 
in  stating  that  Plaintiff  had 
the  money  he  before  alleged 
self  liable  to  pay,  and  had  los 
custom  of  D.,  £.,  and  F. : 

Held  that  the  Court  couk 
stay  proceedings  on  a  sumi 
application.    Dicas  v.  Jay, 

17.  Demand  of  particulars  < 
notice  of  set  off  delivered  afi 
plea  which  was  a  nullity :  h 
no  waiver  of  the  Plaintiff's  i 
to  sign  judgment.  Ford  v. . 
nard, 

18.  The  sheriff  without  previc 
requiring  an  indemnity,  se 
under  an  execution  issued  b 
against  Z.,  goods  which  wei 
the  possession  of  Plaintiff  u 
a  bill  of  sale  from  X.»  notv 
standing  notice  of  the  bill  of  i 
He  then  applied  to  A,  and  PJ 
tiff  severally  for  an  indem 
before  proceeding  further, 
both  refused,  and  the  Plain 
sued  him  in  trespass  for  t 
seizure. 

The  Court  staid  the  proceec 
ings  till  an  indemm'ty  sboddbav^ 

beer 


PRIVILEGE. 


SHERIFF. 
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been  givea.    Beavan  v.  Datoscm, 
Sheriff  of  Bedford.        Page  5&S 

19.  A  cause  in  which  there  was  no 
notice  of  set  off  having  been  re- 
ferred by  order  of  nisi  prius^  the 
judge,  during  the  assizes,  made  a 
second  order  to  enable  the  De- 
fendant to  give  a  particular  of 
set  off: 

Held,  that  1  G.  4.  c.  55.  did 
not  authorise  this  second  order. 
Ashvoorth  and  Others  v.  Heath* 
cote.  596 

20.  A  plea  of  privilege,  after  special 
imparlance,  is  ill  on  demurrer; 
but  the  Plaintiff  cannot  treat  it  as 
a  nullity,  and  sign  judgment. 
Godefroy  v.  Jay.  616 

21.  The  sheriff  may,  even  after  he 
is  in  contempt  for  not  bringing  in 
the  body,  put  in  bail  to  surrender 
the  Defendant  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  Defendant,  and  not- 
withstanding the  original  bail- 
piece  is  still  on  the  file.  Hamilton 
V.  Jones  and  Others.  628 

22.  When  money  is  paid  into  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff  in  lieu  of  bail, 
the  Defendant  has,  under  ?  & 
8  G.4.  c.71.1  till  the  day  for  per- 

fecting  special  bail  for  giving 
notice  of  his  intention  that  the 
money  shall  remain  in  court  to 
abide  the  event  of  the  suit.  Rotoe 
v.  Softly.  634 

23.  Surety  recognizance  in  eject- 
ment pursuant  to  1  G.  4.  c.  87. 
how  entitled.  Roe  d.  Durant  v. 
Moore.  656 

PRIVILEGE. 

The  clerk  of  the  treasury  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  is  bound 
to  a  personal  attendance  on  his 


duties,  and  therefore  is  not  com- 
pellable to  serve  the  office  of 
overseer.     Ex  parte  Jefferies. 

Page  195 

PROCEDENDO. 

Where  a  cause  was  removed  from 
an  inferior  court  after  interlocu- 
tory judgment,  and  before  en- 
quiry, the  Court  refused  to 
award  a  procedendo.  Godley  v. 
Marsden.  4S3 


QUARE  IMPEDIT. 
See  Practice,  9. 


RECOVERY. 


Recovery  allowed  to  pass,  although 
the  warrant  of  several  vouchees 
was  on  separate  pieces  of  parch- 
ment. SavobridgCy  Demandant ; 
Jeyes^  Tenant;  Parsons  and 
Others^  Vouchers.  426 

REGUL-3E  GENERALES. 
Pages  347»  348.  622.  802. 

RELEASE. 
See  Covenant,  1. 

REPLEVIN. 
See  Devise,  1. 


SHERIFF. 
See  Practice,  18.  Execution. 

SHIPBROKER 
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TRESPASS. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 


SHIPBROKER. 
See  Bankrupt,  12. 

SIMONY. 

The  8ale  of  a  next  presentation, 
the  incumbent  being  in  extremis, 
within  the  knowledge  of  both 
contracting  parties,  but  without 
the  privity  or  with  a  view  to  the 
nomination  of  the  particular 
clerk,  is  not  void  on  the  ground 
of  simony.  Fox  v.  The  Bishop  of 
Chester.  Page  1 

STOCK-JOBBING. 
See  Bill  of  Exchange,  1. 

SUNDAY. 

See  Assumpsit,  2. 

SUPERSEDEAS. 
See  Bankrupt,  IS. 


TRESPASS. 

See  Pleading,  10. 

Plaintiff,  a  prisoner,  assigned  all  his 
effects,  under  the  insolvent  deb- 
tors' act,  June  !?• ;  his  wife  con- 
tinued to  reside  in  his  house, 
retaining  some  of  the  furniture. 
On  the  9th  July,  the  wife  having 
been  absent  for  two  days,  and  no 
one  being  in  the  house.  Defend- 
ant committed  a  trespass  in  an 
attempt  to  distrain  for  rent: 
Held,  that  the  wife  had  not  a 
sufficient  possession  to  enable 
the  Plaintiff  to  sue  in  trespass. 
Topham  v.  Dent.  515 


TROVER. 
See  Attorney,  1. 

TRUSTEES. 
See  Turnpike. 

TURNPIKE. 

In  an  action  against  the  clerk  of 
the  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road, 
under  a  statute  which  permits 
the  trustees  to  sue  and  be  sued 
in  the  name  of  their  clerk,  exe- 
cution cannot  issue  against  the 
clerk  personally.  Wormxioell  v. 
Hailstone.  66S 


USE  AND  OCCUPATION. 
See  Landlord  and  f^ENANT,  2. 

VARIANCE. 

See  Pleading,  2, 3. 9.  Bottomrt. 
Libel  3.    Postea* 

VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

By  a  deed  of  1812,  mortgagor  as- 
signed to  mortgagee  a  policy  of 
insurance ;  in  a  deed  of  1S13, 
between  the  same  parties,  upon 
a  further  advance,  there  was  a 
power  to  sell  the  policy  if  the 
mortgage  money  were  not  paid  on 
a  given  day ;  but  upon  a  further 
advance  in  1822,  with  conversion 
of  unpaid  interest  into  principal 
by  a  third  deed,  the  power  was 
omitted : 

The  mortgagee  having  afterwards 
advertised  the  policy  for  sale 
under  a  power,  and  the  mortgagor 
baring  refused  to  concur  in  the 

conveyance. 


VENUE. 


WILL. 
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conveyance.  Held,  that  a  pur- 
chaser was  entitled  to  recover 
back  the  deposit  money  paid  on 
the  sale.  Curling  v.  Shuttle- 
worth.  Page  121 

VENUE. 

The  Court  will  not,  in  a  transitory 
action,  change  the  venue  on  ac- 
count of  the  expense  of  trying 
the  cause  in  the  county  where 
the  venue  is  laid,  unless  the  ex- 
pence  of  trying  it  there  greatly 
preponderates.      Alcqck  v.  Cook. 

733 


WATERCOURSE. 
See  Action  on  the  Case,  1. 

WILL. 

A  will  of  lands  subscribed  by  three 
witnesses  in  the  presence  and  al 
the  request  of  the  testator  is  suf- 
ficiently attested  within  the  sta- 
tute of  Frauds,  although  none  of 
the  witnesses  saw  the  testator's 
signature,  and  only  one  of  thekn 
knew  what  the  paper  was*  White 
V.  Trustees  of  the  British  Mu' 
seum.  Poge  510 


END  OF  VOL.  VI. 
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